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ABSTRACT 

Project SPRUCE sought to increase employability of 
insurace claimants who seemed likely to exhaust their benefit rights 
without definite prospects of finding work. These persons were seen 
to be in need of special services because of some remediable 
inadequacy or problem but ineligible for the various programs 
intended primarily for the hardcore disadvantaged. Counseling, 
testing, job referral, search plan assistance, and training were 
among the exvra services used. A test group of ^62 claimants in their 
13th to 19th week of benefit status was conpared with a sixnllar 
control group of 5U2 between April and December 1970 in Buffalo, New 
York* There is indication of a clear and enduring effect on 
post-SPRUCE employment status. At the end of a six month follov?up 
interval 55 0/0 of the experimental group were employed, compared 
with ^6 0/0 of the control groip. It cannot be shown with certainty, 
hov<#ever, that SPRUCE reduced the duration of benefits. (MS) 
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Preface 



Since the inception of the federal-state unemploy- 
ment insurance system in 1935, ways have been proposed 
to Congress periodically to remodel and improve it to 
meet the changing needs of a changing economy. In 1968 
a new program called Special Program of Rehabilitation 
for Unemployment Compensation Exhaust ees (SPRUCE) 
was drafted, which could, it was thought, enable the sys- 
tem to better cope with the needs of insured workers 
who exoerience long»term unemployment, 

in a period when employers were hard-pressed for 
workers — while, at the same time, many unemployed 
workers were collecting unemployment insurance (UI) 
benefits long enough to exhaust their benefit rights — it 
became essential to ask whether something needed to be 
done to better fit the exhaust ee for reemployment* The 
proposition was put forward that the long-term UI claim- 
ant was entitled to be regarded as a 'disadvantaged" 
person, either because of some undetected personal hand- 
icap to employment or because mandated priorities to 
serve other special groups of jobseekers kept the Em- 
ployment Service from attending to his need. 

To test this proposition, an Experimental and Devel- 
opment Project was authorized to determine the feasibil* 
iJy of identifying prospective exhaustees before exhaustion. 



a.^certaining what kinds of handicaps they present, and 
measuring ibe effectiveness of special services in restor- 
ing liiem to the employed work force. 

It was hoped that SPRUCE, because of the special 
and more intensive service it offered, would be effective 
in reducing the number of UI recipients who ultimately 
exhaust their benefits, and in increasing the number who 
subsequently maintain employment status. While our 
Project experience has yielded other instructive findings 
also, the major question that we have sought to answer 
is. What would be the impact of SPRUCE on the return 
to employment of potential UI exhaustees? 

When the Project began, the economy was already 
slackening visibly, so that there was no longer the assur- 
ance that restoration of employability would mean resto- 
ration to employment. Because of this limitation on job 
placement. Project experience should be evaluated in 
terms of what SPRUCE can accomplish in a period of 
rising unemployment. 

This report of the Project is presented in two vol- 
umes: the present one describing the Project and its 
principal findings, and a supplement containing a hand- 
book on administrative problems and two manuals on op- 
erating procedures and on staff training. 
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Project SPRUCE 
Fact Sheet 

Operating Agency: New York State Department of Labor 

Stale Office Campus, Building No. 12 
Albany, New York 12201 

Funding Agency: Manpower Administration — U.S. Department of Labor 

Project Location: BuffaJo, Ni*w York 

Project Dates: ^h^se I —Planning and Trial Run, August 18, 1969— March 28, 1970 

Phase 11 — Full-scale operations, March 30 — December 31, 1970 
Fha'^e III— Followup, January 4 — ^September 30, 1971 

Program Description: To determine and furnish extra employability services needed by unemploy- 
ment insurance claimant*, who seem likely to exhaust their benefit rights, so as to help them 



take advantage of available job opportunities. 
Statistical Data: 

Average weekly claimant load during intake period (3/4 — ^9/4/70) 6,758 

Number of claimants screened (certifying for 11th — 18th week) 4,277 

Number enrolled in Project 1,024 

Test group (SSA numbers ending in even digit) 482 

Coiif- ^ group (SSA numbers ending in odd digit) 542 

Test Control 

Employability classification at intake: Job ready 347 393 

Not job ready 135 149 

Number receiving specified services beyond interviews 381 236 

Counsel innr 136 61 

Testing 39 20 

Training 54 9 

Vocational rehabilitation (medical) 20 3 

Other rehabilitation (educational) 6 3 

Job-search assistance 212 — 

Job development 112 58 

Job referral 219 184 

Job piacement 70 32 

Termination status 

Exhausted benefit rights 313 391 

Started work 109 107 

Benefit year expired 16 15 

Disqualified 5 2 

Moved away, died, or unkno * n reason 19 27 

Not terminated, still in t aining as of September 30, 1971 20 — 

Number employed at foUowup intervals 

3 weeks after terminatioi. 184 169 

13 weeks after termination 180 191 

26 weeks after termination 183 186 



Special Features: Experimental scale for prediction of insurance exhaustion. 

Use of Social Security data for longitudinal earnings followup. 
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Introduction 



Project SPRUCE was conducted in Buffal<» New 
York. After a period of planning and a trial run, the 
main operation began in April and continued t.irough 
December 1970. The purpoi^e of the Project was :o test 
the proposition that claimanis who seem likely to ex- 
haust their unemployment insurance (UI) benefit rights 
are in need of extra services to enable them to take ad' 
vantage of job opportunities, 

Tlie reasoning was that workers with enough lecent 
covered employment to qualify for UI benefits, but who 
remain unemployed until their benefit rights arr ex- 
hausted, may be having difficulty in obtaining jobi be- 
cause of some remediable inadequacy or problem. Such 
claimants may need trainings guidance, relocation, ledi- 
cal help, or other rehabilitative service to enable thtm to 
obtain new jobs. However, being recently employed, vhey 
may be overlooked by the various programs intended 
primarily for the hard-core disadvantaged. 

The SPRUCE concept originated during the pe- 
riod of tight labor-market conditions when employers 
were hard-pressed for workers, and manpower programs 
to make various disadvantaged groups more employable 
were flourishing. Despite the fact that the Project began 
during an economic recession which nullified the maju 
premise of plentiful job opportunities, it undertook to 
determine whether claimants beyond their 13th week of 
UI benefits could be helped to become reemployed be- 
fore exhausting their benefit rights (26 weeks) or, at 
any rate, sooner than similar claimants not receiving 
extra help. 



The 1,024 UI claimants selected for the Project 
were divided, according to whether their Social Security 
numbers were odd or even, into a Test group of 482 and 
a Control group of 542, The selection was limited to 
claimants in their I3th to 19th week of benefit status. In 
order to allow sufficient time for initiating SPRUCE 
services before exhaustion of benefits, only those certify- 
ing up to the 19th benefit check at time of enrollment 
were accepted. From among claimants in their 13th to 
19th week of benefit status, selection was made of those 
over 21 and under 65 years of age who did not have def- 
inite prospects of jobs and who were not involved in spe- 
cial placement arrangements with trade unicns. 

The Project Office was staffed from both the Unem- 
ployment Insurance Bureau and the State Employment 
Service (ES). It handled the weekly UI claims process- 
ing for both the Test and the Control groups. It also 
provided SPRUCE-enriched ES services to the Test 
group claimants. Control group claimants, on the other 
hand, continued to report to regular £5 Local Offices for 
the usual ES services. 

Post'SPRUCE followup for subsequent employment- 
status information was done by the Project Office on 
claimints in both groups, at intervals of 3 weeks, 13 
weeks, and 26 weeks after claim termination or place- 
ment or completion of special service. The followups 
were conducted through mail questionnaires* Nonrespon- 
dents were contacted by telephone and home visits as 
needed. The overall re,sp(mse rates were very high — over 
90 percent for each followup interval 
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Summary 



The major findings of the Project relate to differ- 
ences in the ES services provided to Test and Control 
claimants, in the exhaustion rales of the two groups, and 
in their post-SPRUCE employment status. 

Services 

Four months after the Project's main operation, a 
check of ES records produced the following summary of 
services furnished to the Test and Control groups, respec- 
tively: * 

SPR UCE Regular local 

office office 

Service — ■ 

T^si Control 
<:uilm' Percent claim- Percent 
ants ants 

Total 482 100% 542 100% 

1 n -dci> i h i nicr fs ws 448 "93 ° — 

No service bt->'Oi5'"i 
registry. tiovj o;; ar- 

rollmtnt 101'' 21 306 56 

Counseling 136 28 61 11 

jcsiing 39 8 20 4 

Training 54 11 9 2 

Vocfttional reiit^Mlita- 

tion (mediuai). 20 4 3 1 

Other rehahtlitation 

(educfttira) 6 1 3 1 

Job searcK asBtstance. ; . 212 44 — 

Joh dt velopmcnt 112 23 58 11 

Job rr ferraJ 219 45 184 34 

PUrement 70 15 32 6 

a. Thiriyfuur pciraonfl ternunated their f-laims before in*depth interview 
cty^ld be Drrnngvd. 

b. AvaUahh on]y to Ten group. 

c. Inciud«(i 33 pernong who did not have in 'depth interviews. 

Note: The lum of the items exceeds the total because some claimants received 
more than one service. 

The figures show clearly that, without the special at- 
tention made available by Project SPRUCE, 56 percent 
of the Control group received no services beyond regis- 
tering and visiting at the regular Local Offices. On lite 
other hand, only 21 percent of the Test group failed to 
receive defined services at the SPRUCE Office. Appar- 
ently the in-depth interviews, and contniuing focd^^ on 
employability at the SPRUCE Office, uncovers great*! r 
needs for special employment services than are routinely 
brought out in regular Local Office operation. 

Although the Test group was smaller than the Con- 
trol group (482 vs. 542), twice as many in Test as in 
Control received counseling, testing, and job-development 
services; one-fifth more received job-referral service. Re- 
sulting placements benefited more than twice as many 
Test claimants as Control claimants (70 vs. 32) despite 
the fact that 30 Test claimants were still in training and 
not yet available for placement. 

Training and vocational rehabilitation (medical) 
were noultiplied sixfold in Project SPRUCE, benefiting 
54 persons and 20 persons, respectively, in the Test group 
— as against nine and three Control claimants, respec- 
tively, ivho benefited through their regular Local Offices. 



The most common of the Project's special services 
was job-search assistance, which was furnished to 212 
claimants or 44- percent of the Test group. This service 
provided Jabor market information and suggestions for 
effective jobseeking techniques organized into an individ- 
ual job-search plan. 

Exhaustion 

Data on individual terminations from the Project 
show exhaustion of benefit rights as the main reason for 
discontinuation of claim. 



Reason for discontinuation 


Test 


Control 




group 


group 


Exhausted benefit rights 

Moved away, died, or unknown 


313 
109 
16 
5 

19 


391 
107 

15 
2 

27 




462 


542 



Since the objective, from the standpoint of 
SPRUCE, was to forestall exhaustion of benefit rights by 
securing employment, the comparative analysis is limited 
to the first two outcomes and excludes the other three. 
Thus, in measuring claim exhaustion versus employment 
secured before exhaustion, the Test group shows 74 per- 
cent exhausting and 2f'' percent returning to wcrk, 
whereas the Control group experienced 7ft percent ex- 
haustion and 22 percent return to work. 

This 4-percent difference in favor of the Test group 
cannot be considered statistically significant for a sample 
of this size. While this fails to provo that the difference 
is attributable to the SPRUCE eyslem rather than to 
chance, it does not disprove it — and a larger sample pre- 
senting similar proportions could possibly establish sta- 
tistical significance. 

In respect to exhaustion of benefit rights, the provi- 
sion of services — whether in the Test group or the 
Control group — is associated with poorer outcomes 
(higher exhaustion rates), refiecting the fact that those 
persons whom ES siaS found it necessary to service were 
the leg's employable ones, requiring additional time to se- 
cure employment. 

This outcome is consistent with a finding Projtvl 
CLASP.^ where it was observed that among claimants 
classified as needing counseling and retraining, those who 
received such services had longer benefit duration thas 
those who did not. 

Employment Status 

Followup data on Su!"«equtnt employment status 
show contrasting employment rates for Test and Control 



1. New York State Department of Lnbor, Division of Employment^ "CLASP; 
An Experimental Advisory Service ProRrnm for Unt'ni ploy meat Insiiraoee 
Clainiantst" Opcraliuna Sludv No. 4 (March 197l) 9. 6. 
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claimants at three intervals after termination (for all 
reasons) from Project SPRUCE: 



Test group Control grouo 

Pest' 

SPRUCE Total Reported Total Reported 
interval report' employed report" employ^ 

tng ing 1 

Number Percent iViim W Percent 

3 weeks. , 381 384 48% 432 169 39% 
13 weeks., 366 180 49 424 191 45 
26 weeks.. 331 183 55 404 186 46 



Wage Rates 

The overwhelming majority of Project clients (in 
both Test and Control groups) who were employed post- 
SPRUCE, were working for other than their formet em- 
ployers. This is not surprising, since the screening proce- 
dure for enrollment in the Project excluded any ckimant 
who might expect recall to his previous job^ but is 
mentioned because it may have a plausible relationship 
to a finding of 1» ^ hourly earning rates in early post- 
SPRUCE employment, compared witli pre-SPRUCE 
hourly earning rates. 



There is a clear and enduring effect on post- 
SPRUCE employment status. The Test group advantage 
of 9 percent, both at 3 weeks and at 6 months, is statisti* 
cally significant and attributable to the SPRUCE system. 
These 9 percentage points represent a Test group margin 
of 20 percent over the Control group baseline of 46 per- 
cent. In absolute numbers, this means thct more than 30 
Test claimants had jobs, as long as 6 months after termi- 
nating from Project SPRUCE, who presumably would 
not have been working if they were in the Control group. 

It may be noted, in addition, that claimants in both 
the Test and Control groups were relatively more sue- 
cessfui in finding jobs after cessation of UI benefits than 
during their active claim period. For both groups gener- 
ally, the pre-termination employment rate (as shown in 
the preceding section) was about one-fourth, while the 
level achieved post-SPRUCE was ab'^ t one-half. 

A larger proportion of claimants who were provided 
with ES placement service at the SPRUCE office (Test) 
maintained employment than either those who did not re- 
ceive such service at all or who received it at a regular 
local office (Control). This is shown in the following 
summary lyoth for Test Claimants placed by the 
SPRUCE office and for Control claimants placed by 
local offices: 



Placement status and 
Joiloivitp inlerL td 



Percent ernploye*l 
at folloivup 



Received ES placement be- 
fore termination 

3-week response 

13 -week response 

26-week response 

No ES placemeni before 
termination 

3*week response 

13*week response 

26-week response 



Test 
group 



70% 

64 

73 



Control 
group 



60% 

55 

56 



41 
46 
51 



37 
44 
45 



Although, in general, claimants placed by SPRUCE 
were much more likely to be employed at each of the 
followup points than those who found employment on 
their own, this was not the case for those who received 
job*search planning. Test claimants who found reemploy- 
ment by themselves as a result of job-search assistance 
had an employment rate at the end of followup which 
exceeded even the rate for those placed by ES (81 per- 
cent vs. 73 percent) . 



Test,- 
group 

Number reporting earning rates 

in 3-week followup 77 

Pre-SPRUCE average $3 . 10 

Average at 3 -week followup . , 2 . 77 

Number reporting earning rates .n 

both I3-weck and 26-week 

foUowups 156 

Pre-SPRUCE average §3 . 18 

Average at 13 -week followup . 2 . 95 

Average at 26-wcck followu]i . 3.11 



Control 
group 

97 . 
$3.03 
2.67 



16B 
$3.07 
2.94 
3.08 



Test and Control claimants appear equally liable to 
suffer reduced rates of pay initially, and to recover their 
pre-SPRUCE \e\eh within 6 months. Reflected in the 
above may he a willingness to accept a lower-paying job 
after cessatiozi of UI benefits, which could contribute to 
the post-SPRUCE rise in reemployment noted in the pre- 
ceding section. 

Rehahililation and Retraining 

Although the Project's use of in*depth interviews, 
and its constant focus on the question of employability, 
uncovered greater needs for special service than are rou- 
tinely brought out in regular Local Office operation, the 
proportion requiring medical and educational rehabilita- 
tive services is not large. Only 20 persons in the Test 
group were given vocational rehabilitation (4 percent). 
Among others for whom these services were proposed by 
Project staff, there were six who declined medical reha- 
bilitation, and three who declined educational rehabilita- 
tion. 

Fifty-four persons in the Test group were given 
manpower training (11 percent) and another 19 persons 
rejected such training. 

Of the 28 persons who rejected these services — med- 
ical, educational, training — all but nine did participate 
in, and willingly accept, alternative plans which utilized 
one or more of the more common ES services, such as 
counseling, job development, etc. 

Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion 

One line of exploration opened by SPRUCE contin- 
ues to be independently pursued by the authors of the 
report — the possibility of earlier identification of the pro- 
spective exhaustee, so as to initiate corrective action 



ERIC 



2 



sooner. Experimental use of a special profile of personal 
characteristics and work history will be evaluated to de- 
velop a scale for scoring a claimant's likelihood of bene- 
fit exhaustion. 

The characteristics used in this preliminary profile 
were selected on the basis of factor analysis and correla- 
tion; they include previous year's income, educational at- 
tainment, length of gainful employment, type and history 
of unemployment, age, and sex. The evaluation also will 
seek to identify relevant factors of interviewer judgment. 



Cost/Benefit Analysis 

If results are to be finally evaluated in dollar terms, 
it must be acknowledged that Project SPRUCE has 
given no conclusive evidence oi savings in UI benefit 
payments. On the other hand, it3 superior ''ecord of 
reemployment may indicate that positive monetary values 
may be credited to it. This will be measurable when 
comparative longitudinal earnings records (special Social 
Security data tapes) become available in the near future. 
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Project Description 



Nature of the Problem 

SPilUCE represents a Special Program of 
Rehabilitation for Unemployment Compensation 
Exhaustees, which was the subject of a bill drafted in 
1968 to enable the system to better cope with the needs 
of insured workers who experience long-term unemploy- 
ment. 

Many workers who have enough recent covered em- 
ployment to qualify for regular unemployment compensa- 
tion have some inadequacy or problem that so hampers 
their reemployment that they are still unemployed and 
seeking work when they exhaust their UI benefits. Given, 
the availability of jobs, such workers may very well need 
training, guidance, relocation, relatively minor medical 
help, or other rehabilitative service to restore them to 
work and prevent their joining the long-term, hard-core 
unemployed. 

Since the individual who has just exhausted his UI 
benefit rights is a recent member of the employed work 
force, he may be overlooked by the various programs in- 
tended for the hard-core disadvantaged. Even when lie 
meets the basic technical requirements for assistance 
under such programs, he may not be in a group desig- 
nated for service priority. 

SPRUCE is a program that would concentrate on 
this ^^disadvantaged" population of UI claimants to pro- 
vide the full spectrum of employment security services 
and special services to meet its needs. It would attempt 
to utilize UI office and staff relations with UI recipients 
to help them gain reemployment sooner. 

An experimental and demonstration (E & D) proj- 
ect was jointly planned by the Federal UI Service and 
the New York State Division of Employment^ — to be 
conducted by the Division, in the city of Buffalo — in 
which the full range of SPRUCE services, proposed in 
the Federal legislative draft, would be accorded a group 
of potential UI exhaustees. This E & D project is be- 
lieved to be the first attempt in the history of major Fed- 
eral UI legislation to test the feasibility of proposed leg- 
islation and to evaluate, change, and improve it, if 
necessary, prior to submission for Congressional consid- 
eration. 

Objectives and Means 

In arriving at a thoroughly documented test of the 
experimental SPRUCE program, and in order to provide 
the information necessary to both its evaluation and im- 
plementation. Project activities were designed to realize 
eight primary objectives. Tliese are listed here with a 
brief explanation of how each was accomplished: 

1. To determine whether the potential exhaustees can 
be identified in the early stages of unemployment. 



1. The Division of Employment existed as an orgaDizational eotity within the 
State Department ot Labor prior to May 8» 1972, when it was nierccd 
in the general administrative iitnicUirc of the DopnrtRient. 



Project selection criteria were designed to obtain a 
subject population which would include a large per- 
centage of those who couJd be expected to exhaust 
their benefits, A data system was established in 
which demographic, work, and personal characteris- 
tics of these individuals could be compared accord- 
ing to an exhaustion-nonexhaustion dichotomy. 

2. To determine the type of special services needed by 
SPRUCE claimants, their willingness to accept such 
services, and the effectiveness of special services pro- 
vided. 

The services most appropriate for each experimental 
claimant were determined during the course of 
personal interviews and staff consultations; the will- 
ingness of the claimant to accept offered services in- 
volved keeping track of the numbers who refused 
service, along with the reasons for their refusal; 
and the effectiveness of the service program provided 
by the SPRUCE system was evaluated through the 
collection of data on exhaustion and post-SPRUCE 
employment. 

3, To determine whether incentive payments motivate 
SPRUCE claimants to take training and accept re- 
lated or other employment. 

'During interviews to determine need and develop in- 
dividual service plans, staff tried to ascertain 
whether claimant would participate unconditionally, 
or desired training but would be unable to partici- 
pate without the extra payment, or was interested 
only because of the additional payment. 

4< To identify and solve administrative problems of the 
SPRUCE program. 

A report on this deals with internal problems, such 
as those encountered in service operations and staff 
assignments, as well as external problems having to 
do with such elements as relationships with other 
agencies, (See Supplement 1, Part 1.) 

5. To determine how community services and facilities 
can be utilized to implement SPRUCE. 

Included in the report on administrative problems 
are details on what community agencies, facilities, 
and services were sought; what was done to secure 
them; what happened as a result of the Project's at- 
tempts to utilize these local resources; and the tech- 
niques used to secure cooperative relationships. 

6l To test procedures for implementing. SPRUCE. 

A report on the operational procedures used in im- 
plementing SPRUCE includes procedural details and 
forms, and provides a complete description of "how 
things were done." (See Supplement, Part 2.) 

7. To produce an outline of training or a completed 
training manual for UI and ES staff in providing 
SPRUCE services. 

The manual, prepared to guide practitioners in pro- 
viding the types of services which characterized 
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spruce's counseling operations, contains the proce- 
dures used in the training of SPRUCE counselors 
and the materials developed during the course of 
the Project, along with illustrative case data. (See 
Supplement, Part 3,) 

8. To determine the cost-benefit relationship of the 
SPRUCE program. 

Data on costs of Project administration^ UI benefit 
payments, and allowance and incentive payments, 
combined with SPRUCE impact on outcomes (dura- 
lion of claim, exhaustion of benefits, and post- 
SPRUCE employment),, provide a tentative ap« 
praisal. 

Plan and Design 

After official authorization in July 1969, Project 
SPRUCE was inaugurated by the New York State Divi- 
sion of Employment with the appointment of a Project 
Director in its Buffalo office on August 18, 1969. The 
Project developed on the following pattern and schedule: 

Phase I. Planning, 8/18— 11/15/69 

Trial Run, 11/17/69—2/14/70 

Review and consolidation, 2/16—3/28/70 

Phase 11. Full-scale operation, 3/30—12/31/70 

Phase III. Followup, l/4r-9/30/71 

The operating plan ivas to select 1,200 UI claimants 
for enrollment in the Project, half in a demonstration 
group (also referred to as the service group or the ex- 
perimental group, and labelled throughout the Project 
record and reporting system as the Test group), and 
half in a Control group. 

Group selection was based on the last digit of Social 
Security Numbers: even numbers were designated Test 
group, odd numbers Control group. Control group claim- 
ants reported to the SPRUCE Office for UI purposes 
only and received the usual employment services from 
the regular ES offices. 

Test group claimants, however, received UI service 
and also usual and special ES services from Project 
SPRUCE. Processing of Control group claimants in the 
SPRUCE Office for UI service was deemed rscessary in 
order to get required research data. 

In focusing the full spectrum of employabilily serv- 
ices on the Test group, it ms not intended that 
SPRUCE should become a separate manpower program; 
it was, instead, to provide ready access to — and assure 
maximum utilization of — all existing community services 
and manpower programs needed, including intensive in- 
terviewing, career counseling, and testing; educational, 
vocational and medical rehabilitation; other supportive 
rehabilitation services, retraining, and relocation; 
':fandby and incentive payments; job-search assistance, 
job development, referral, and placement services. 

A trial run was scheduled — through separate han- 
dling of the first 200 enrollees — as a training and self- 
monitoring technique, to provide the guides at every 
stage of progress for desirable adjustments to be intro- 
duced in the lagged but corresponding stage for the 
main groups of 500 Test and 500 Control claimants. 

O 

ERLC 



Benefit data of recent years indicated that about 
half of all claimants collect 13 weeks or more of bene- 
fits. It was agreed, therefore, that the Project would 
begin its reemployment eilorts with claimants at their 
13th week. It was also agreed that, in order to allow suf- 
ficient time for initiating SPRUCE services before ex* 
haustion of benefits, only those certifying up to the 19th 
benefit check at time of enrollment would be accepted. 
From among claimants in their 13th to 19th week of hen- 
efit status, seI*?ction was made of those over 21 and 
under 65 years of age who did not have definite pros- 
pects of jobs and who were not involved in special place- 
ment arrangements with trade unions. 

Scope and Format 

Aside from focusing special and concentrated atten- 
tion on a sample of UI claimants. Project SPRUCE 
introduced several unique features — for analytic as well 
as operational reasons — in its approach to clients and in 
rendering service. 

The SPRUCE Office occupied a modestly sheltered 
space ofiE a stairwell on the opposite side of which was 
the entrance to the large UI Local Office. There the cus- 
tomary certification counter parallelled one wall and sev- 
eral claims lines often reached across the otherwise bar- 
ren and kit-like floor. 

By contrast, the chairs and reading table in the 
waiting area of the SPRUCE Office — and the regular 
desk of the Claims Taker beside which the claimant 
could be seated while certifying — presented a physical 
aspect of comfort ?.nd dignity. Scheduling of interviews 
also kept waiting time to a minimum. 

Cooperation between UI and ES was close. The 
SPRUCE Office was served by professional ES staff spe- 
cially assigned to its premises, and Senior ES Consul- 
tants participated directly in planning, staff training, and 
supervision of case conferences. 

Control claimants were informed that they were par- 
ticipants in a research project to improve UI services. 
Test claimants were informed, further, that the Project 
would help them toward reemployment if they were pre- 
pared to cooperate. A special feature of SPRUCE was 
the provision of incentive allowances to compensate for 
the extra effort, time, and expense of active participation 
by the Test claimant. 

Another feature was the introduction of job-search 
assistance as a basic service, performed by interviewers 
on both the UI staff (Claims Examiner) and the ES staff 
(Employment Interviewer). Upon installation of the com- 
puterized job-bank in mid-1970, the SPRUCE Office was 
also provided with a job-bank microfilm reader. 

Another such feature was the establishment of case 
conferences, or formally scheduled staff consultations, for 
joint evaluation of individual Test claimants, identifica- 
tion of special needs, review of proposed employability 
plans, and consideration of internal or external programs 
and agencies to be used for special services. 

Two special features introduced for analysis were 
(1) a job-readiness classification defining the tkgree of 
employability of individual Test and Omtrol claimants, 
and (2) a classification of individual claimants by thetr 
reason for becoming unemployed, i.e., by criteria for dif- 
ferentiating the economic causes of unemployment 
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(based on an approach explored in the Division's Re- 
search Bolletin #1966.15, "Ultimate Reasons for Unem. 

Limitaiiions 

Although the SPRUCE concept was predicated on 
the proposition that the work force needs the UI claim- 
snty aTid that he could be enabled to rejoin it by remedy- 

his shortcomings, this pretest of the program actually 
U>i}k place under market conditions that may have con- 
trj<!lc{*5d ibx proposition. 

The fit sit operations report (4/8/70) called attention 
\ii xim impact on Project SPRUCE as follows: 

When tiitj Trial Run hegan in November 1969, the area 
labor market had begun to show signs of contracting. 
There were temporary lay-offs from the automobile iu' 
dustry and seasonal lay-offs from the construction and 
food*preserving industries. Tliese were screened out of 
Project SPRUCE because «f the apparent temporary 
nature of the lay-offs and the consequent prospect of 
early recall to work. 

As the economic downturn continues, and develops 
longer or more indefinite lay*olfs, more unemployment 
insurance claimants could become potential SPRUCE 
enrollees, since our intake period is scheduled to ex* 
tend up to 20 weeks. This means that careful atten- 
tion must be given to the lay*olf8 from various indus* 
tries to determine the degree of employer attachment 
involved. 

Thus, while potential enrollccs for Project SPRUCE 
are expected lo be plentiful, the problems to be met in 
Implementing the SPRUCE program may be more com* 
plex than those met in the Trial Run, particularly in 
rf^epect to the reduced chance of realizing the end goal 
of placement or 6elf*jplacement. 

In addition to the local and general economic reces- 
sion, some limitation on the Project's freedom of opera- 
tion was anticipated from the possibility that some 
needed special service facility might be lacking or inac* 
cessible. Actuiiny. only a few instances ar^^se in which de- 
sired training was unavailable in pnrticrdar occupations 
at particular times. A more genml'y felt community 
need, hoHw«r, rem^iined unsatisfied — an occupational 
heidUs program that cnuld provide comprehensive medi* 



cal diagnostic determination of the work capabilities of 
claimants; it was agreed that insteai of using standaH 
medical forms declaring a person able-to*do*light*work. 
not*able*to*v/ork, fully-able*to*work. e*c.7 expert findings 
should be available as to thf: kvul of activity a person 
could not engage in; fuuhermose, a post*placement med* 
ical evaluation was considered desirable to determine 
(after a day, a week, or a month) whether the specific 
job assignments were within a pc/son's capabilities. 

Another (not completely unanticipated) limitation 
upon the interpretation or application of Project results 
is the cumulated experience of other researchers in be* 
havior modification, indicating that observation per se is 
an effective positive form of intervention even when it in- 
volves unwelcome surveillance or critical scrutiny. We 
have been familiar, heretofore, with the positive "Haw* 
thorne Effect" of phyeicnl nlieralions of an accustomed 
work or clinical set"J»^'. These and similar psychological 
or motivational effects csn be a major problem in any 
social project because it is difficult — perhaps impossible 
— to pay any sort of attention to people without chang* 
ing them in some way, and such changes are often un* 
predictable or unidentifiable for explicit measurement. 

In the present case, we believe these uncertainties 
are reduced substantially by two features of the research 
design that are discussed at some length among other 
factors in the next chapter; (1) the Control group, too, 
received some forms of special attention (being selected 
to participate in a research study, using the Project 
SPRUCE Office for claim certification along with Test 
claimants, receiving followup questionnaiies on employ- 
ment status, etc.), and (2) the analysis of outcomes was 
planned to reveal specific differential effects of various 
subgroups distinguished by specific basic characteristics, 
types of service, and staff judgments. 

But though certain statistical techniques enable us 
to attach "significance^' to certain measures with a stated 
degree of confidence, those determinations of significance 
refer to probabilities pertaining to the randomness of 
samples, rather than to the likelihood of underlying sub* 
tie (subconscious or calculated) ego responses. So, in 
some respects, the quei^tion of how much a recorded Test 
vs. Control difference in outcome is attributable to the 
substantive content oi the SPRUCE program, and how 
much to the placebo effect ai attention per se and to un- 
intentional or deliberate circumvention by clientele or 
!<tafr. may remain moot. 
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Primary Analytic Procedures' 



The proposed SPRUCE system, as an experimental 
approach to the employment adjustment of UI claimants, 
had to be evaluated against the success rates of the cus- 
tomary system. The accomplishment of this objective de- 
manded the establishment of a definably different experi- 
mental system, random assignment to Test and Control 
conditions, aiid the collection of followup data on the 
criteria of beneRt exhaustion and employment over three 
points in time. 

This triple followup was seen as essential to the de- 
termination of any time-dependent effects: that is, in the 
event that one approach should prove to be superior to 
the other, we wanted to know whether the gain was only 
temporary or if it would persist over a significant period 
of time. Since common research experience indicates that 
new service programs may appear to be more successful 
when judged from initial followup than they turn out to 
be ultimately, extended followup was considered neces- 
sary. We were reasonably sure that the 26-week point of 
date collection would provide us with a reliable indica- 
tion of relatively lasting effects. 

We also required a system that would provide us 
with multiple measures. In thb research and evaluation 
of large service-oriented projects, a multiplicity of obser- 
vations can greatly increase the confidence placed in the 
results. Thus, the design ullo\ved us to consider in our 
interpretations both consistency within the data and sta- 
bility over time* The sampling ^procedure, in which 
claimants were randomly assigned to the Test and Con- 
trol groups for the duration of the Project, was neces- 
sary to avoid the bias that could have occurred as a gen- 
eral result of the passage of time or of possible economic 
improvement. It was considered that these conditions of 
measurement and control would be sufficient to yield in- 
formation of the scope and reliability necessary to the in- 
tended evaluation of the SPRUCE ? rogram. 

There was, however, an additional and unwanted 
source of variance for which, given the limitations im- 
posed by a community-based, social-action project, there 
was no completely satisfactory solution: What do we do 
about the so-called Hawthorne Effect? ^ We sought to pro- 



1. Tlie printury ubjectivfs ui the Project ucri: coiivcrnvil with the cvdlua* 
tiou of the relative impact of the SPRUCE aysteni on empIoymeDt and 
eihAuation of benefit! to UI claimants ; therefore, tbia aectioii does nut 
deal with the analytic procedures uHed in the ancillary investiKationii 
performed «vithln the contejit of the Project but not csientlal to a 
comparative evaluation of SPRUCE and the regular system. This reatiic' 
lion has resulted In the cicIuaioQ of several research activities that are 
worth noting: (]) the aQalysis of the initial pilot data and tiie Simula* 
tion of a model for the final report, (2) content analysia of counselor 
Dotes, and development of a checklist for organizing and surotnaruinv 

' themp (3) the analysis of a SPRUCE subgroup of counseled clai mania, 
to relate such organized information to subsequent benefit eihaustion or 
reemploy men tf and (4) the selection of claimant characteristics to be 
included as criteria in a scale for predicting bene.1t exhaustion. 

2. The term "Hawthorne Effect" arhes out of experimental studies done at 
the Westcra Electric Corparatfon's Hawthorne plant. These studies re* 
vealed (hat observed changes in worker performance, which were at first 
attributed fo specific industrial engineering factors being tested, were in 
fact mallvBlional icsponses attributable to sociological and Psychological 
eifects generated merely by making a group of people the subjects of ■ 
special program. 



vide at least some counterbalance for this effect as a com- 
peting hypothesis: (1) Control claimants also received 
some speciel attention (i.e., interviewing, experimental 
participation instructions^ and research followup) that 
would not ordinarily be encountered, and (2) we 
planned a final analysis that would help to reveal the in- 
cidence of specific differential eifects related to claimant 
characteristics and to type of service. The logic of this 
latter statement is that if there is some general factor 
that represents a treatment received by all members of 
the Test group^ such an overall effect should be observed 
in the outcome data. If the same general factor is also 
operative to the same extent in the Control group, com- 
parisons between Test and Control on SPRUCE elements 
are still valid; if it is not^ of course, one is faced with 
the possibility that any observed differences were pro- 
duced by that factor. If, however, one notes a prevalence 
of differential effectiveness between Test and Control 
within claimant categories^ it is not as logical to assume 
that such a factor would facilitate outcomes for certain 
claimant subgroups but not for others. In this case, such 
an analysis was also necessary in order to yield desired 
information on which types of claimants would be most 
benefitted by a SPRUCE-type program. If no general im- 
provement factor were found to characterize the experi- 
mental group, it could be concluded that, to some extent, 
this particular effect had been successfully counterbal- 
anced or had not existed as a source of bias. 

The data V3re processed in several stages, as 
indicated by the following methodological outline. The 
entire sequence might be described as a sort of inwardly- 
spiraling procedure in which we advanced from gen- 
eral to specific questions, and in which each subsequent 
analytic procedure depended upon the results of the pre- 
ceding analysis. 

1. We first prepared histograms of the basic data on 
all claimant characteristics to permit visual inspec- 
tion of the frequency distributions in each variable. 
Because inuci. ^hc data was nominal In form 
(i.e., frequencies of categorical attributes like sex, 
race, marital status, employ ability, etc.) — and much 
of the ordinal data (for variables measured on a 
size -ordered scale, like age or earnings) was not 
normally distributed — most of the histograms showed 
severe distributional anomalies. The features of the 
histograms were therefore used to deternune the 
most appropriate conversion of variables like age, 
education, earnings, weeks of unemployment, etc., to 
categorical (class interval) frequencies, and the re- 
quii'ed combination or segregation of categories 
whose frequencies were too small for analysis. 

» 

2. The object of the statistical analysis was to deter- 
mine whether or not the dislribution of any given 
characteristic was significantly different in the Test 
group as compared with the Control group. Such dif- 
ference is possible to some extent because of the 
use of samples. 
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To determine whether the differenee was significant, 
the Chi Square ix^) distribution ^vas used sinee 
many of the Variables were qualitative and the same 
lest can be used for quantitative data.^ 

3. The basic characteristics of tlic two claimant popu- 
lations were tested in order to establish the equiva- 
lence of the two groups on all known nonexperimen- 
tal factors that njiglit be considered related to either 
exhaustion or employment. In making these 
decisions, we used a conservative confidence level (p 
< .10) in deciding whether to consider the Test 
and Control groups equal in terms of any particular 
characteristic. That is, only if were so large as to 
be the result of a chance occurrence less than 10 
times out of 100 would the difference between Test 
and Control be considered significant. (As indicated 
in the section on Project results, we found the txvo 
groups to differ in one characteristic, Reason for Be- 
coming Unemployed. To adjust for thia, additional 
work, described in item 5 below, was required to 
make the two districSutlons similar.) 

4. We now had to establish, from the service data, 
whetlier in fact the Test and Control groups had 
been differently treated. The two groups were tested 
in terms of the type and amount of services pro- 
vided. This indicated that Test claimants had indeed 
received far greater service, even in the types that 
were equally available to Control claimants at regu- 
lar ES local oiliccs. 

5. Before proceeding with a general test of the relative 
effectiveness of the SPRUCE system, it was neces- 
sary to equate the experimental and control groups 
in terms of their basic characteristics. Since the two 
claimant populations were not equivalent on the var- 
iable of Reason for Becoming Unemployed, and 
since that variable had been found to be related to 
the folio wup criteria, we performed a randomized 
*'deselection" procedure to equate the Test and Con- 
trol groups on this variable. 

6. Because of the possibility that tliis procedure had 
inadvertently produced biasing in otlicr variables, it 
was then necessary to reestablish the equivalence of 
the study groups on all of the basic characteristics. 



1. For tecliuical discussion, sec SuitB» Daniel C, Statutics: An Introduction 
to Quantitative Economic Research (1963), pp. 142*153. 



These tests indicated that the groups were now 
equivalent on all primary dimensions. 

7. At this point, wc were ready to measure Test group 
outcomes against Control group outcomes in terms 
of tlie relative incidence of benefit exhaustion and 
employment at 3, 13, and 26 weeks past the termi-^ 
nation of their claimant status. These results would 
not be biased by differences in characteristics and 
should be indicative of the overall effect of the ex- 
perimental programs conducted by SPRUCE. 

8. The final step was to provide further specific infor- 
mation for policymaking and administrative pro- 
gramming. We wanted to know the type of claimant 
most benefitted by SPRUCE-typc programs, and tlie 
degree of superiority in terms of percentage in- 
creases in success rates; and, by determining which 
subgroups had not been helped by SPRUCE, to de- 
velop a focus for new experimental programs that 
might reach those specific claimant groups. In order 
to provide tliese data, and as the final step in our 
analytic procedure, each available claimant charac- 
teristic was used to pull a subgroup from the total 
SPRUCE population that would I ive that character- 
istic as a common definition. ' subgroup was 
then split into its Test and Con 'components and 
tested against the outcome critc.^^ . ' employment 
and exhaustion. This analysis involved o\< : SOO com- 
parisons. 

In brief, the primary analytic sequence invoivts* j. 
logical progression aimed at providing answers to the 
basic questions required by a complete evaluation: 

1. How effective is the SPRUCE program in com* 
parison with the customary UI and ES activities 
for claimants? 

2. What specific kihds of services seem most likely 
to yield positive results? 

3. What specific kinds of claimants are most likely 
to profit from additional services? 

When the impact of service programs is of some 
known type and amount, the experiences of a project 
such as this can provide an impetus for positive change. 
The function of an analytic design is to provide an 
objectively-based rationale for either the continuance or 
revision of specific types of programs. 
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Statistical Adequacy 



As already pointed out, enrollees in Project 
SPRUCE were selected by age, duration of claim, pros- 
pects of recall (by employer or union), etc., to provide 
a Project population having a high likelihood of benefit 
exhaustion, but wit! capacity for restoration to the em- 
ployed ivork force. Consequently, they cannot be re- 
garded as reprpsenting the general UJ claimant popula- 
tion. 

But it is necessary, in order to permit meaningful 
interpretation of differential results, to establish that the 
Test and Control groups are substantially equivalent. 
This is discussed both in respect to the basic characteris- 
tics of the enrollees and in respect to their accessibility 
for foUowup. 

Comparability: Test and Control 

UI claimants were assigned to the Test or Control 
group on the basis of odd or even Social Security num- 
bers. While this procedure should have led to nonbiased 
assignment, tests of the basic characteristics of the two 
groups were made to determine whether the Test and the 
Control groups were truly comparable. This step was 
considered to be necessary for the interpretation of any 
subsequent differences that might be observed. 

One major characteristic that might be expected to 
be related to later success would be the demonstrated 
earning power of the claimant; therefore, the hourly rate 
of pay of claimants was obtained from the characteristics 
data. A comparison of the Test and Control groups on 
earnings before unemployment indicated that the groups 
were comparable. The percentage distributions were al- 
most identical, and the Chi Square of 1.208 (with 4 de- 
gress of freedom, p > .80) is very far from challenging 
the null hypothesis of equality. 



Percent Distribution of Earnings of 
SPRUCE Claimants Before Unemployment 



Hourly earnings 


Test group 


Control group 


Total 


100 


100 


Less than S2.00 


21 


20 




34 


37 


3.00-3.99 


32 


31 


4.00-4.99 


8 


7 




5 


5 



X> - 1.20B (with 4 degrees of freedom). 
Probability of occurrence l>y chance, p > .80. 



Statistical tests were also run on 12 additional charac- 
teristics. (See table on page 10.) With one exception, 
the sampling procedure seems to have led to samples that 
were highly comparable; and, in fact, the percentage 
compositions of the Test and Control groups were very 
similar. Most of the differences that did exist could easily 
have occurred through random selection. One charecter- 



istic, Reason for Becoming Unemployed, however, showed 
a significant difference (x~ = 14.841, d.f. 6, p < .05)^ 
between Tes; and Control claimants. 

The definitions involved in the technical classifica- 
tions of Reason for Becoming Unemployed should be 
understood as follows: 

SEASONAL: Unemployment based on customary reduc- 
tion or cessation of operations at certain times of 
year because of dependence on climate, consumer de- 
mand, style change, etc. 

IRREGULAR: Unemployment based on the sporadic na- 
ture of demand inherent in the production of certain 
goods, the performance of certain services, or tlie 
availabihty of certain contracts or materials; or on 
unforeseen events — e.g., fire, delays in prior process- 
ing, etc. — which interrupt an otherwise regular pro- 
duction process; or on work-sharing arrangements. 

CYCLICAL: Unemployment based on tlie contraction or 
slowdown of tlie general economy affecting different 
industries in turn, as triggered by tight money, inven- 
tory aeeuninlations, etc. 

STRUCTURAL: Uneniployinent based on shutdown of 
plants due to migratir»n of industry, or on a .change 
in the staffing pattern within an industry, or on tlie 
size or number of firms witiiin an industry, is trig- 
gered by credit and finaadal difficulties or by long- 
run changes in demand for product, in mode of mar- 
keting, in use of materials, in union influence, etc. 

TECHNOLOGICAL: Unemployment based on a change 
in the techniques of production, reducing the need 
for certain occupations, skills, or talents. 

FRICTIONAL: Unemployment based on individual work- 
ers' and employers' triaband-error processes in find- 
ing the right match of man and job; such unemploy- 
ment may occur upon a worker's entry or re«entry 
into the labo- {oTC^% or as a result of his dissatisfac- 
tion with working conditions on the job, or upon his 
employer's decision to replace him. 

REDUCED EMPLOYABILITY: Unemployment based on 
impaired productive value of the individual worker 
because of physical condition, as triggered by aging, 
illness, handicap, accident, pregnancy, etc., or be- 
cause of limited availability due to increased family 
and home responsibilities. 

The three types of Reason for Becoming Unemployed 
that show the greatest imbalance between Test and Con* 
troL are seasonal, cyclical, and. technological. Only 37 
percent of the seasonal layoffs were in the Test group; 
and only 37 percent of those whose unemployment was 
cyclical or technological were in the Control group. 



1. That is to say^ a difference reprsaeatcd by a X* }arte an 14.84] 
(witli 6 degrees of freedom) ivould be expected to occur by chance lesk 
tliaa 5 times out of 100. 



ERIC 



9 



Characteristics of SPRUCE Claimants 



CharacterUtics 


Test group 


Control group 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 



TotaJ er»ro!!ee« 

Under 25 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Marital Status 

Single 

Married 

Widowed, divarced* separated. 

Head of family 

Yes 

No 

Population group 

White 

Non white. 

Primary wage earner 

Yes 

No 

Reason for becoming unemployed 

Seasonal " 

Irregular 

Cyclical 

Structural 

Technological 

Frictional. 

Reduced employability 

Education 

Lest» than 8 years 

8 years 

9-11 years 

12 years 

13-15 years 

16 years or more 

Number of dependents 

0 

1-3 

4 or more 

Barrier to reemployment 

Yes 

No 

Employability 

Job>reacly 

Not job»ready 

Physical handicap 

YcB » . 

No 



482 



86 
122 
102 
115 

57 



235 
247 



132 
262 
88 



283 
199 



354 
128 



291 
191 



25 
180 
31 
99 
27 
76 
44 



24 
50 
134 
174 
74 
26 



227 
201 
54 



348 
134 



347 
135 



55 
427 



100.0 



17.8 
25.3 
21.2 
23.9 
11.8 



48.8 
51.2 

27.4 
54.3 
18.3 



58.7 
41.3 



73.4 
26.6 



60.4 
39.6 



5.2 
37.3 

6.4 
20.6 

5.6 
15.8 

9.1 



5.0 
10.4 
27.ii 
36.0 
15.4 

5.4 



47.1 
41.7 
11.2 



72.2 
27.8 



72.0 
28.0 



11.4 
88.6 



542 



95 
126 
110 
127 

84 



286 
256 



156 
304 

82 



335 
207 



422 
120 



351 
191 



43 
202 
18 
111 
16 
99 
S3 



35 
62 
155 
174 
86 
30 



279 
219 
44 



376 
166 



393 
149 



61 
481 



100.0 



17.5 
23.2 
20.3 
23.5 
15.5 



52.8 
47.2 



28.8 
56.1 
15.1 



61.8 
38.2 



77.9 
22.1 



6i.H 
35.2 



7 0 
37. J 

3.3 
20.5 

2.9 
18.3 

9.8 



6.5 
11.4 
28.6 
32.1 
15.9 

5.5 



51.5 
40.4 
8.1 



69.4 
30.6 



72.5 
27.5 



11.3 
88.7 



ClAimaati on •easoaal layoff were enrolled in the Project only if their ioduitry •ttachmenl was to tenuout ai to render doubtful the 
»pccta(5r>o of recall, or if they expreiaed intereat in other employment. 
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Unfortunately, even if these differences happened by 
chance, the Test and Control groups are not really com- 
parable here in terms of this characteristic. To the 
extent that differences in outcome are related to sea- 
sonal, cyclical, and technological reasons for unemploy- 
ment (which does seem likely), outcome comparisons be- 
tween the total groups can be distorted. In fact, if any of 
these categories are related to outcome, then the larger 



number of Test group subjects in one of them and of 
Control group subjects in the other two could either am- 
plify or negate relationships between Test group mem- 
bership and outcome. 

To check this, the relationship between Reason for 
Becoming Unemployed and .outcomes was tested. The fol- 
lowing table summarizes the results: 



Reason for Becoming Unemployed and Outcome Variables 
for all SPRUCE Claimants (Test and Control) 



Reason for becoming unemployed 


Percent 
exhausting 


Percent employed at: 


3 iveehs 


• 13 tveeks 


26 weeks 




83.9 


33.9 


37.7 


39.1 




70.4 


51.9 


55.4 


59.1 


71.7 


58.5 


64.9 


69.7 




77.3 


36.6 


45.9 


48.9 




82.5 


52.8 


H.l 


54.5 




80.8 


36.9 


41.3 


47.0 




90.1 


22.4 


22.6 


19,0 




20.404 


38.935 


38.461 


55.990 


Significance l£ve1 (i.e., probability of occur- 












p<.01 


p<.001 


p<.001 


p<.001 



All of the outcome variables are thus shown to be 
highly related to the reason for becoming unemployed. 
The exhaustion rates for irregular and cyclical are mark- 
edly low, and for reduced employabillty markedly high, 
compared to the other categories. The employment rates 
of those with reduced employabillty or seasonal layoff 
are uncommonly low at all three followups; the struc- 
tural and frictional cases tend to have low rates at 3- 
week followup but catch up somewhat by 26 weeks. 

These relationships indicate that the overall teats of 
effectiveness of SPRUCE could be distorted. 

There are two difiPerent approaches that might be 



used to correct for this problem. Correlational methods 
could be used to compensate for the differences between 
the groups, or the groups can be brought into balance 
by randomly "deselecting" some claimants in order to 
equate tlie groups on Reason for Becoming Unemployed. 
The latter approach is preferred. Fortunately, the num- 
ber of subjects in the study was sufficiently largr so that 
deselection did not radically alter the power of the tests 
applied. 

A table of random numbers was used to remove sub- 
jects from those cells containing the larger frequencies, 
giving the following results: 



Comparative Distributions of Reason for Becoming Unemployed 



Reason 


Original {wliole) sample 


Deselected (equated) sample 


Test 


Control 


Test 


Control 


Total 


4S2 


542 


450 


450 




25 


43 


25 


25 




180 


202 


J 77 


177 




31 


18 


17 


n 




99 


111 


98 


98 




27 


16 


16 


]6 




76 


99 


76 


76 




44 


53 


41 


41 



The analysis of characteristics of claimants, comparing 
Test and Control groups, was then repeated to make sure 
that the deselection process had not accidentally led to 
other differences that would be critical. The data did not 
indicate any significant difference between the two groups 



after deselection. We were thus reasonably assured that 
further comparison between the Test and Control groups 
would not be biased by differences in the types of claim- 
ants that they served. The first table on page 12 sum. 
marizes the effects of the deselection. 
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Comparative Analyses of Test and Control Group Ditfcrences 
on Basic Characteristics 



Characteristic' 


Degrees of 
freedom 


Original sample 


Deselected sample 


Chi Square 


Approximate 
probabilily * 


Chi Square 


Approximate 
probability * 



Age- 

Sex 

Physical handicap 

Marital status 

Head of family 

Primary wage earner 

RcaBon for becoming unemployed . 

Education 

Number of dependents 

Barriers to reemployment 

Population group 

Emptoyability 



8 


5.724 


1 


1.487 


1 


.000 


3 


1.961 


1 


.896 


1 


1.916 


6 


14.841 


5 


2.541 


5 


6.324 


7 


8.957 


1 


1.775 


1 


.013 



p>.{>0 

p>.20 

p>.98 

p>.50 

p>.30 

p>.10 

p<.05^ 

p>.70 

p> .20 

p>.20 

p>.10 

p>,90 



3.977 
2.352 
.009 
2; 526 
1.348 
2.531 

1.504 
5.092 
8.297 
1.049 
.140 



p>.00 
p>.10 
p>.90 
p>.30 
p>.20 
p>.10 

p>.90 
p>.30 
p>.30 
p>.30 
p>.20 



a. The CHllmatc is conecrvativc. A diftcrcncc (Chi Square) between Tcsl and Control groups as larg'^ aa the one ohtaincd would occur hy chance more <^len than thh. 
h. A diiTcrcnce thw large (14.8) would oecur hy chance less (^tcn than this. 



At this point, the Test and Control groups were con- 
sidered equivalent. However, in subsequent analyses, the 
impact of SPRUCE on outcome — exhaustion of benefits, 
employment at 3 weeks, 13 weeks, and 26 weeks — was 
determined for both the original groups and the de- 
selected (or equated) groups. 

FoUowup Response Rates 

Benefiting by the Trial Run experience, die im- 
proved followup procedures in the full-scale phase were 



carried out as summarized below, with the forms shown 
in Appendix B. As the summary figures show, response 
rates were very high, ranging between 91 percent and 
100 percent. 

The reason that smaller proportions of the Test 
group than of the Control group were due for followup 
is that involvement of Test claimants in Project services 
has the effect of delaying their termination (i.e., cessa- 
tion of service) from the Project; and with terminations 
occurring nearer the end of the Project there are in- 
stances of insufficient time left for followup. 



Summary of Followup Response Rates 



Interval 
after 
termination 
from Project 


Number due 


— Replies 


Count 


Percent of 
group total 


Count 


Percent of 
number due 






Test ff-oup {total 432) 






457 
441 
415 


94.8 
91.5 
86.1 


457 
421 
379 


100.0 
95.5 
91.3 






Control group (total S42) 






542 
542 
526 


100.0 
100.0 
97.0 


519 
508 
481 


95.8 
93.7 
91.4 



o 

ERIC 



12 



SPRUCE Phase II Followup Activity 



Stage 


Test group (482) 


Control group {542) 


^ittctupls 


Replies 


Attempts 


Replies 


All 


Employed 


All 


Employed 










*■' 










457 


457 


208 


542 


519 




199 


No record; 














25 






— 








"Kfn v*Pnlv 




— 






23 






13-WEEK FOLLOWUP ,(F2) 




















233 


101 


542 


60t 




130 , 




213 


115 


66 


237 


123 




59 




99 


53 


27 


114 


54 




25 




30 


11 


8 


46 


12 




5 




24 


9 


4 


36 


12 




6 






421 


206 




508 




225 


Balance (no record): 
















No attempt (not due) 


41 






— 












20 






34 










4 






— 










6 






6 
















2 










10 






26 






26-WEEK FOLLOWUP (F3) 


















/lie 


208 


102 


520 


290 




117 




198 


85 


54 


231 


124 




66 




•100 


57 


30 


90 


/to 




22 • 




46 


19 


15 


43 


14 




7 




33 


10 


6 


25 . 


4 




3 






379 


207 




481 




215 


Balance (no record): 
















No attempt (not due) 


67 






16 












36 






45 










4 












Unreaehable 




10 




V 


11 
















2 










22 






32 







a. Project ended before due date for foUowup. 
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Relative Impact of the SPRUCE System 



Characteristics of Test Claimants 

The clientele of Project SPRUCE were, as stated, 
initially screened and selected to represent a special po- 
tential for UIB exhaustion as well as for restoration to 
employment. And indeed, the profile emerging from the 
subsequent tabulation of their characteristics does set 
them apart from the general UI claimant caseload for 
Buffalo and the State. 

The typical Test claimant was under 45 years of age 
(over two-fifths in the 22-34 years group), white, mar- 
ried, primary wage earner, nonveteran, nonhandicapped, 
a high school graduate, had 10 years or more of gainful 
employment, and did not cite any of the listed barriers 
to reemployment. The group — 49 percent male and 51 
percent female — had a median personal income of $4,200 
in 1969, with a median of $2.82 hourly earnings on last 
full-time job. The current spell of unemployment for 85 
percent of them was 14 to 52 weeks long at time of in- 
take. Almost three-fourths (72 percent) of the entire 
group were rated as job-ready — i.e., qualified for immedi- 
ate referral to employment — at time of intat*e. Slightly 
over one-fourth of the entire group had interrupie4l their 
UI claim to take employment on at least one oaaftton 
before their last termination from the Project. 

Besides excluding youths under 22 years and work- 
ers aged 65 and over, the Test group's male/female ratio 
of 49/51 was in contrast with the 54/46 ratio among all 
UI beneficiaries in the State and a 67/33 ratio for Buf- 
falo in 1970. The general proportion of nonwhites in the 
caseload was 13 percent for the State and 11 perrent for 
Buffalo; the Test group's proportion was 27 percent. 

in educational aUauHnent aho a marked difference 
appears: the Test group was betler-etluratcti. 

School years Percent of Percent of 

completed general caseload Test pjroup 





State 


Buffalo 




0-8 


32% 


22% 


15% 


9-11 


26 


29 


28 


12 or more. . . 


42 


49 


.. 57 



Not surprisingly, the screening for Project SPRUCE 
enrollment affected the occupational and industrial distri- 
bution too. The SPRUCE group showed larger propor- 
tions from professional and clerical and sales occupa- 
tions, and fewer workers from the construction industry. 

Percent of Perceut of 

Occupation f»enenU caseload Test firoup 





State 


Buffalo 




Profe8Bional and 












7% 


12% 




16 


16 


32 




8 


<) 


10 


Other 


r)7 


68 


4<) 


Industry 










50 


4.'> 


46 




11 


19 


3 


Wholesale and retail trade. 


11 


11 


24 




10 


8 


10 


Other nonmanufaeturing . . 


18 


17 


17 
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Relative Incidence of Services 

The SPRUCE project provided a significant number 
of ^jervices to UI claimants that are not typically 
available. To a considerable extent, the components of 
the SPRUCE proc:ram may be defined in terms of these 
services. Four months after the close of Phase II, a 
check of ES records produced the following summary of 
services furnished the Test and Control groups, respec- 
tively : 

Number of 
persons served 



SPRUCE Regular 
Office Local Office 



Total Phase II claimants 482 542 

(Test) (Control) 

In-depth interviews 448 * 

ES applieations 82^ 478 

No serviee reeorded beyond visits 

and applications 101 ° 306 

Counsehng 136 61 

Testing 39 20 

Training 54 9 

Vocational rehabilitation (mt^dieal) . 20 3 

Ediieation 6 3 

Job-seareh aesistanee 212 * 

Job development 112 58 

Job referral 219 184 

Placement 70 32 



a. Not oiivered in rcgulRr r«porting eyntfim. 

)). Appliraiiontt for eervice (Form ES67) were prepared for Tent clicntu during 
the in'tlttpth interview at the SPRUCE OfHee in iIkim caHcs for which no 
Ijf>ra' (jnice rt^curd woh fonnd; the other 366 liad their a|>plica( ioiifl trauK- 
[«rred to Project SPRUCE from their L.O.'m. 

1! lnchide« 33 of the 34 who terminated before the in«de|ith interview could be 
done. Among ihe remaining 68 were nine who received initial diagnoses of 
major need (training, education, or rehabilitation service), but accepted no 
implemeniaiion. The Project experience with respect to refusals of service 
' was so slight, and ilie observable relationship between motivation and in- 
centive paynieniH so vague, that lietle can l>e said or substantiated concern- 
ing these elements of evaUiation. Altogether, 19 others were recorded as 
declining offered services in the three major categories, but they accepteil 
alternative service plans. 

The figures show clearly that 56 percent of the Con- 
trol group received no services beyond registering and 
visiting at the regular Local Offices. On the other hand, 
because of the special attention made available by Proj- 
ect SPRUCE, only 21 percent of the Test group failed to 
receive defined services at the SPRUCE Office. 

Although the Test group was smaller than the Con- 
trol group (482 vs. 542), twice as many in Test as in 
Control received counseling, testins. and job-development 
fservices; one-fifth more received job-referral service. Re- 
sulting placements benefited mere than twice as many 
Test claimants as Control claimants (70 vs. 32) despite 
the fact that 30 Test claimants were still in training and 
not yet available for placement. 

Training and vc^^^ational rehabilitation (medical) 
were multiplied sixfold in Project SPRUCE, benefiting 
54 persons and 20 persons, respectively, in the Test 
group — as against nine and three Control claimants, re- 
spectively, who benefited through their regular Local 
Offices. 
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Thtse differences must be viewed in conjunction 
with the fact that at time of intake three-fourths of the 
claimants in each group were rated job-ready. The fre- 
quent contacts with ES staff at the SPRUCE office may 
have revealed needs that were not initially recognized. 
But the Local Office staff, without su«.h opportunity to 
develop fuller diagnoses, is relying on its initial judg- 
ment and concentrating its service on the known needs 
initially observed. 

Group*^ singled out for service nay differ in both 
positive and nef^tive v. ::ys. Claimants were selected for 
particular jcnic. • bocaii.*<e thev were apparently in need. 
That fact alone likely to be predictive of greater 
difficulties in finduig and maintaining employment. Or, 
conceivably, persons so selected and serviced might be a 
high success group just because of that. To establish 
clearly the relative effectiveness of a particular service 
we would have had to design a comparison between a 
group that n«tHed and got the service and a group that 
needed but did iutt get the service. However, the fact that 
certain services may be reliably associate! with positive 
or negative outcomes does provide asetul informal and 
constitutes a desirahle bce^innin^;. 

Only those categories wlncii yieldeci jignificau- rela- 
tionshijis are dNci^ssct' jj) tiie following srction^- 



. est Group Services and En)ploynienl 

Test clitimants who received services beyond initial 
interviews and application procedures were more likely 
to be unemployed at the 3-week and 13-week followup. 
Test claimants who were not selected for additional serv- 
ices appear to Iiave a higher subsequent rate of employ- 
ment. One might assume that this reflects the ability of 
Pr.;ject staff to di^.tinguish between those claimants who 
are most in need from tho^e who are most likely to be 
able to function independently. By the 26th week, the 
employment rate in both groups had increased and the 
differences between them were no longer significant, even 
though the employment rate for the group which had re- 
ceived no additional services was still higher (64 percent 
vs. 52 percent). 

Test claimants who received In-Depth Interviews 
(IDI) were aLo less likely to be t^mployed. since 26 of 
the M who leinanatrd before the IDI did so to accept 
employment. This /^roup coiisetjijentiy showed a sizable 
and statistically significant advantage iliat was consistent 
at all three points of followup. 

The category of desk interviews, which includes all 
interviews not classified elsewhere, was also highly 
related to emph»ynient. Those claimants who had desk in- 



Employment Status of SPRUCE Qaimant!9 at 26- week Followup, 
by Project Group and Selected Services Received 





Test group 


Control group 


Services 


Tutal 


Percent 


Total 


Percent 




folloivup 


employ cil , 


followup 


employed 




records 




records 




379 


54.4 


479 


45.1 




293 


51.5 


20^) 


42.1 




86 


64.0 


270 


47.4 


Job-Hearch plan 












174 


46.6 


X 


X 




205 


61.0 


X 


X 


Job dcvelfipiiient 














53.4 


51 


45.1 




291 


54.6 


428 


45.1 


Testing 












26 


38.5 




27.3 




353 


55.5 


157 


i 46.0 


Counseling 












19 


4^i/l 


56 


H2.1 




300 


56.0 


423 


16.8 


IXefvrral 












lao 


5.':. 6 


162 


14.4 




199 


53.3 


317 


45.: 


Placement 












62 


72,6 


27 


5a. 6 




317 


SO. 8 


452 


4t.5 


Training 












12 


(-) 


6 


w 




367 


55.0 


473 


45.5 


Education 
















3 


« 




377 


54.4 


476 


45.4 


Vocational rehabilitation 












9 


(•) 


H 


« 




370 


54.6 


476 


45.2 



«. Not CtMapul««l: Late too tniail. 



O 

ERIC 



15 



terviews wei'e less likely to be employed. At the 3-week 
followup, 68.3 percent of those Test claimants who had 
not had desk intv«;rviews were employed, as compared 
with 40.9 percent of those who had such interviews* 
Again, such results probably indicate that Project staff 
worked most with those claimants who were n* sv in 
need. It is impossible to state that desk interviews 'ce or 
are not necessary or effective. It is, for example, quite 
possible that the employment rates in the interviewed 
group would be even less if such additional attention 
were withheld. In any case, it is fairly clear that not 
having such interviews scheduled probably reflects some 
posilive evaluation by a UI interviewer. While the differ- 
ences were slightly less, those in the Test group who had 
no desk interviews maintained their advantage at 13 
weeks and at 26 weeks. At the final followup, 71.9 per- 
cent of the 89 respondents who had no interviews were 
still employed. This compares with 49.3 percent of the 
interviewed respondents. 

Many of the services provided by SPRUCE appear 
to have some predittive value for negative outcomes. In 
addition to more services, in-depth interviews, and desk 
interviews, the development of a Job Search Fiau and 
job-search followup were substantially related to being 
unemployed. However, in cases where job-search assist- 
ance and followup were known to have led to claimant 
reemployment (without ES placement service), this out- 
come was more than temporary; such reemployed claim- 
ants tended to maintain employment. At the 26-week 
followup, 17, or 81 percent, of 21 such respondents were 
still working. 

Generally, Test claimants placed by SPRUCE were 
much more likely to be employed at each of the followup 
points than those who found employment on their own. 
It appears that a larger proportion of claimants who 
were provided with ES placement services at the 
SPRUCE office (Test) tended to maintain employment 
than either those who did not receive such service at all 
or who received it at a regular local office (Control). 
Their terminal employment rate (73 percent) was closest 
to that achieved by the claimant group who found reem- 
ployment by themselves as a result of job-search plan- 
ning. 

Test Group Termination Status and Employment 

As one might expect, the exhaustion of benefits is an 
excellent predictor of unemployment. Claimants who ex- 
haust are not as likely to find employment loter. While 
the differences decreased over time, they were quite large 
at all followup points. About 66 percent of the respond- 
ents had exhausted their benefits. Of this group, 68.8 
percent were unemployed at 3 weeks in comparison with 
only 21.8 percent unemployed in the nonexhaustee group. 
The 13-week followup revealed little change; benefit ex- 
haustion was still highly related to unemployment. By 
the 26-week followup, 58.5 percent of the exhaustees 
were still anem ployed, while unemployment had iallen to 
19.7 percent in the nonexhausies group. To put it an- 
other way, 80.3 percent of the 127 respondents who had 
not exhausted their benefits were employed after 26 
weeks following the termination of UI services. It is ap- 



parent that the majority of claimants who exhaust their 
benefits can be expected to be out of work later on. 

On the other hand, terminating enrollment in order 
to go to work is an excellent predictor of employment: 3 
weeks later, 96.2 percent of persons who terminated for 
that reason were still working. Of those who terminated 
enrollment for other reasons, only 31.5 percent were em- 
ployed. By the 13-week point, 91.2 percent in the "to 
work" group were employed; and, by the 26-week point, 
89.8 percent were still employed, in comparison with an 
employment rate of 42.2 percent in the remainder of the 
claimant group. Even though these differences were 
somewhat smaller than at the initial fbllowup point, they 
were highly significant nevertheless. 

Claimants were terminated if they ceased to file; but 
their failure to file was apparently not due to their find- 
ing employment. At least, of the 14 non-filers who re- 
sponded to the followup questionnaire, only one was em- 
p!«>yed at 3 weeks; at the 13- week followup, two were 
employed and, by the 26th week, three had found jobs. 
At this point, the differences were no longer statistically 
significant. If greater numbers of claimants had been in- 
volved in this category, the differences in employment 
rates would have been beyond a chance expectancy (25 
percent vs» 55.7 percent) . 

Those claimants who had had their collection of 
benefits interrupted by a spell of employment were more 
likely to be employed at followups than those without 
such interruption of claim. Of the 122 respondents who 
had a prior claim-interruption for work, 73 (59,8 per- 
cent) were employed at the 3-week followup; claimants 
who had no prior interruption for work were less apt to 
be employed at that time (42,3 percent). Even though at 
the subsequent followup points, the differences fell short 
of acceptable levels of significance, the fact that a claim- 
ant had his enrollment interrupted for work appeared to 
he a consistently favorable indication. At the final point 
of followup, 63.4 percent of the claim-interrupted group 
were employed, as compared with 51.5 percent of those 
claimants who had no such interruption. 

Test Group Set-vices and UIB Exhaustion 

There are many significant relationships between ex- 
haustion and services provided for clients. All of them 
indicate that the exhaustion rate is higher in cases where 
service was provided. Again, this finding does not sug- 
gest that the service led to higher exhaustion rates. 
Rather, it indicates that the SPRUCE counselors and 
staff were quite sensitive to the needs of the SPRUCE 
claimants and were offering service to those who needed 
it most. 

The first three items in the table (page 17), the 
relationships with interviewing, suggest either that claim- 
ants with higher probability of success were not felt to 
need such interviews, or that some selection factor such 
as early return to a job, prevented them from being 
interviewed. 

Test claimants who received more than four counsel- 
ing interviews, or job-search planning and foUov/up, were 
very likely to be claimants who were recognized as having 
employability problems. SPRUCE attempted to provide 
help; Project staff spent considerable effort on these 



Significant Relationships Between Services 
Provided Test Claimants and Exhaustion 





Receiving service 


Not receiving service 


Chi 
Square 


Significance 

level 
{Probability 
of chance 
occurrence) 


Number 


Percent 
exhausting 


Number 


Percent 
exhausting 




326 


82.2 


92 


46.7 


45.55 


.001 




330 


86,2 


88 


48.9 


36.49 


.001 




388 


79.1 


30 


13.3 


59.88 


.001 




191 


86.9 


227 


63.9 


27.70 


.001 




166 


88.0 


252 


65.5 


25.38 


.001 




101 


83.2 


317 


71.6 


4.78 


,05 




200 


80.0 


218 


69.3 


5.76 


.02 




73 


84.9 


345 


72.2 


4.50 


,05 




45 


91.1 


373 


72.4 


6.44 


.02 




34 


91.2 


384 


72.9 


4.54 


.05 




32 


96.9 


386 


72.5 


7.96 


.01 




20 


100.0 


398 


73.1 


5.88 


.02 




16 


100.0 


402 


73.4 


4.41 


.05 




100 


90.1 


210 


68.6 


18.56 


.001 



claimants. But they still exhausted at a higher rate than 
the claimants who did not receive such services. The ex- 
haus^tion rate was also exceptionally high for claimants 
identified as needing training, particularly for those ac- 
tually enrolled in training. The need for medical rehahil- 
itation was one of the most critical items in pr 'iicting 
exhaustion of henefits. All hut one of the 32 claiinants 
seen as having this need exhausted. Although not many 
claimants have this particular prohlem, it is highly^ pre- 
dictive of exhaustion. 

Overall Exhaustion Outcomes: Test vs. Control 

We are concerned here ahout the overall effect of 
the SPRUCE system as evidenced by comparisons of 
Test group outcomes and Control group outcomes. Has 
SPRUCE hrought ahout a lower rate of UI henefit ex- 
haustion in the Test group as compared with the Control 
group? ' 

The analysis of benefit exhaustion as an outcome 
indicated, at first, that the SPRUCE program may 
have had some positive effect. Exhaustion vs. nonexhaus- 
tion was run against Test and Control group status. It 
appeared that 72.1 percent of the Control claimants ex- 
hausted their henefits in comparison with a smaller per- 
centage (65.1 percent) of Test claimants. Since the non- 
exhaustion group included a large group of claimants 
who had been enrolled in training, as well as substantial 
numbers of claimants terminated for reasons like expira- 
tion of the benefit year, etc., the analysis was rerun. The 
most appropriate analysis, it was thought, should involve 
only those claimants for whom exhaustion was a possibil- 
ity. Essentially, this meant comparative analyses of the 
outcomes of "exhaustion" and "to work," 

Analyzed in this way, the Test and Control groups 
did not differ in terms of their exhaustion rates, either 
for the original total sample or for the deselected, 
equated groups. Originally, it was observed that 74.2 per- 
cent of the Test group exhausted their henefits as com- 
pared with 78.5 percent of the Control group; 25.8 per- 
cent of the Test group terminated "to work" as compared 
with 21.5 percent of Control claimants. These differences 



yielded a nonsignificant Chi Square of 2.10 (p > .10). 
The data obtained from the equated sample were very 
similar. Reference to the following table indicates that 
the exhaustion rate for the Test group was 74.4 percent, 
compared with 77.9 percent for the Control group. In 
this case, 25.6 permnt of Test claimants terminated, "to 
work," while the rate for Control claimants was 22.1 per- 
cent. Even though the percentage differences were very 
slightly altered, the Chi, Square obtained was reduced to 
1.19; and, of course, it was still nonsignificant (p > 
,25). The observed difference is nearly 4 percentage 
points; however, a difference of that magnitude could 
occur by chance more than one-fourth of the time. 

Exhaustion Outcomes of Equated Groups 

Group Exhaustions 



Test.... 
Control . 



294 
325 



Non- 
exhaustions 

101 
92 



Percent 
exhausting 

74.4 
77.9 



It may be concluded that if SPRUCE bad an effect 
on the exhaustion of UI benefits, it was minimal. Two 
reservations, however, must be stated concerning this. 
The first, in regard to the meaning of statistical signifi« 
cance testing, is that it has a directional limitation: 

"It is worth reminding ourselves once more that low 
significance does not necessarily imply absence of rela- 
tionship . . . The significance level is used to evaluate 
the evidence. The lower the risk, the higher the signifi* 
cance of the evidence. Highly significant evidence is 
taken to show the existence of the relationship. Nonsig* 
nificant evidence shows nothing one way or the other.*' ^ 

More important is the recognition that the exhaus- 
tions under study occurred not in the kind of higb-de- 
mand labor market which gave rise to the SPRUCE 
concept, but in a period of economic decline and limited 
employment opportunities. Some basic investigations still 
need to he made into the theoretical conditions of elastic- 
ity in the exhaustion rate. 



1. Suits, DmicI B., op. cit.. pp. 148-151. 
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Overall Employment Outcomes: Test vs* Control 

It may be stated with considerable confidence, how- 
ever, that the SPRUCE system did have a significant 
overall effect on employment. The table below shows 
the I'esults obtained when tests were run on the original 
whole Project sample and on the deselected equated 
sample. 

Gains in employment were indicated for both tlie 
Test group and the Control group at each followup; but 
it appeared that the SPRUCE program resulted in higher 
rates of claimant employment for the Test group at both 
3 and 26 weeks. Employment gains by Control claimants 
at the 13-week point reduced Test-Control differences to 
such an extent that they could be accounted for by un- 
controlled "chance" factors. The reanalysis, in which 
equated groups were tested, did not alter these basic 
conclusions. 

In this final analysis^ 48 percent of the Test group 
and 39 percent of the Control group were employed at 3 
weeks. As reference to the table below will indicate, the 
difference of 9 percent was statistically significant. At 13 
weeks, 49 percent of the Test group and 45 percent of 
the Control group were employed. The difference of 
about 4 percent was not significant. At 26 weeks, 55 per- 
cent of the Test group and 46 percent of the Control 



group were employed. The difference in employment per- 
centages between the groups was again statistically sig- 
nificant. 

There was, therefore, a definite effect on employment 
following termination of SPRUCE services, and this ef- 
fect could still be observed for as long as 6 months.^ 
Comparison of the different trends during this period 
is interesting. The Test group started with about a 9- 
percent advantage at 3 weeks. By 13 weeks, the Control 
group had increased in rate of employment while the 
Test group did not. From this point on, the rate for the 
Control group did not show much further increase j on 
the other hand, the Test group climbed even higher in 
employment. The implication may be that SPRUCE not 
only had an immediate effect on employment but that 
some SPRUCE claimants actually benefited from the 
services following a considerable length of time. This 
long-term difference and the fact that it emerged more 
than 3 months later, suggests that SPRUCE may have 
had effects that might turn out to be relatively enduring 
for some claimants. These trends may be observed in the 
chart on the next page. 



1. Till I effect ii of considerable imporUace. Ir li more otuil to find thai 
the effect* ol eicperimentil programi produce ihort*term giiot ihet dto*' 
lipatv over time peri«di of even moderate length. 



Employment Outcomes of Test and Control Groups at FoUowup Periods 



Foilotmp 
period 


Test group 


Control group 


Chi 
Square 


Employed 


employed 


Percent 
employed 


Employed^ 


Not 
employed 


Percent 
employed 








Ori^nal Groups 










203 


226 


47.3 


199 


320 


38.3 


7.385 • 




203 


212 


48.9 


225 


282 


44.4 


1.710 




204 


169 


54.7 


215 


265 


44.8 


7.840* 








Equated Groups 










184 


197 


48.3 


169 


263 


39.1 


6.567 




180 


186 


49.2 


i?l 


233 


45.0 


1.186 




183 


148 


55.3 


186 


218 


46.0 


5.859 



n. Signiiicant at 1 percent level. 
b, Sigmficant at 2 percent level. 
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RATE OF EMPLOYMENT AT FOLLOWUP INTERVALS 

Percent , . °^°"P"^ 

Employed . 




Weeks Aifter Termination From Project 



ERIC 
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Interviewing and Counseling 

s . . ' 

In the planning phase of Project SPRUCE, it was 
recognized that the interviewing and counseling processes 
would be the major source of the background informa- 
tion and insights necessary for effective diagnostic and 
prognostic appraisals. A means was therefore sought to 

Name 

Date . , 

A. Disabilities (underline appropriate one) 

1. Physical 

2. Epilepsy, enriotioiiai, language 

a. actually Hmiting work possibilities 
h. actually not limiting work possibilities 

c. unknown 

d. individual compensating for disability 

e. Individual using disability as a means for 

jiastifying unemployment 
1 none 

B. Attitude toward taemploymerii 

1. Interferes with reemployment 
Remarks : 

a. realistic 

b. unrealistic about capabj!idf;s 

c. unrealistic about job availability 
. .rl. unrealistic about salary 

e. unrealistic about working conditions 

f. changing attitudes prevent reemployment 

g. other remarks: 

2. Does not interfere with reemployment 

C. Cooperation 

1. Not cooperative 

2. Cooperative 

3. Does not accept referrals (other agencies and 

job interviews) 

a. misses appointments or is late 

b. any other reason : 

D. Alcohol or drug problem (check one if applicable) 

1. Yes, if so 

a. interferes with job 

b. does not interfere with job 

2. No 

E. Pie.vious employer's recommendation 
1» Does interfere ^vilh reemployment 

2. Does not interfere with reemploymerit 
3a Will help employment 

F. Environmental conditions that limit job success 
1. Child care 



L^ocesses in Client Evaluation 

assure maximum and effective utilization of the case find- 
ings that are developed by these processes. 

Upon analysis of Counselor iiol&s^' found in Trial 
Run case files, the following checklist was drawn up for; 
use as a standardized summary of evaluative information 
gathered in employment and counseling interviews. 

Social Security No.___ . 

Counselor or 

Interviewer. .. ^ — 

2. Care of others 

3. Available employment pays less than welfare 

4. Other (specify) 

5. Transportation 

6. Garnishment 

G. Personal conditions that limit job access 

1. Criminal record 

2. Minority membership 

3. Age 

4. Can get job but cannot hold job 

5. Other (specify) 

H. Interpersonal relationships 

1. Do interfere with job possibilities 

a. marital status 

b. supervisor conflicts 

c. peer 

2. Do not interfere with job possibilities 

3. Other (specify) 

I. Personal appearance 

1. Does interfere with job possibilities (specify) 

2. Does not interfere with job possibilities 

J. Medication 

1. Does interfere with job possibilities (specify) 
.2. Does not interfere with job possibilities 

K. For cases where success is not apparent (circle one) 

1. Problems are resolved but new problems con- 

stantly emerge 

2. The problem(s) that limit employment are 

highly consistent and cannot be resolved 
over time 

3. Problems likely to be resolved over a longer 

period of time 
Remarks: 

L. Counselor notes suggesting critical incidents 

1. Unfavorable 

2. Favorable 

M. Factors that increase probability of work (specify) 
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Counselors and Interviewers who used it in 182 of 
the Phase II Test group cases have found the checklist 
helpful in sharpening diagnostic insights. They accord- 
ingly have advanced tho idea of using it as the basis of 
a new instrument yet to be developed: a questionnaire to 
be answered by the client himself to achieve a self-ap- 
praisal, enhancing his participation and commitment in 
the planning and rehabilitation process. 

Statistical analysis of the 182 checklist records (all 
of which were on Test group claimants) was limited to 
the 156 cases whose subsequent termination status be- 
came "exhaustion of UI benefits" or "UI claim discontin- 
ued for employment." Among these, the exhaustion rate 
was 84.6 percent; employment at the 26-week followup 
was only 29.4 percent (based on 119 respondents at that 
point). As expected, these rales for a particular service 
group (special diagnostic effort or counseling) compare 
unfavorably with the overall Test group rates of 74 per- 
cent exhaustion and 55 percent endpoint employment. 

Given a popuLtion in which base rates of failure 
are so excessively high, it is surprising that any other 
identifying features could l^e found that would be related 
significanlly. either positively or negatively, to outcomes 
that were considered criteria; nevertheless, each variable 
on the Interview Checklist was tested for a possible rela- 
tionship to post-SPRUCE employment and exhaustion of 
UI beneifts. A summary of these relationships is pre- 
sented in a table (see page 23) at the end of this chap- 
ter. In the following pages, a number of the more salient 
factors have been given further atteiition. At least a few 
of the characteristics that counselors are able to note 
may prove to have predictive value. 

Physical Disability 

Unemployment rates among the 37 physically disa- 
bled claimants were consistently higher than for the 105 
nondisabled (3 weeks — 67.6 percent vs. 52.4 percent; 13 
weeks — 79.4 percent vs. 59.2 percent; 26 weeks — 83.9 
percent vs. 65.9 prcent), but the diiTerence was not sta- 
tistically significant at any point of followup. A larger 
sample of such claimants might have indicated differ- 
ences beyond chance; however, given the present data, 
we can only note that the observed difference was con- 
sistent over lime. There were also no significant differ- 
ences in exhaustion that could be attributed to the fact 
of physical disability; but the observed percentage of ex- 
haustion was slightly higher in the disabled group (92.7 
percent vs. 81.7 percent). Although these results are not 
significant, the clients referred for medical rehabilitation 
al/ exhausted and failed to maintain employment. Physi- 
cal disability is very likely a real indicator of problems 
in this group. 

Emotional Disability 

For 17 (10.9 percent) of the claimants in the total 
sample some degree of emotional disturbance or psycho- 
motor involvement (including obvious language difficul- 
ties as well as epilepsy) was indicated. While such a 
factor is commonly held to produce special adjustment 
difficulties, the data for thb category showed no rela- 
tionship to either exhaustion or employment. 

o 
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Attitudinal IiUerfercnce with Reemployment 

Sixty-seven (42.9 percent) of the 156 respondents 
were checked as having attitudes that would interfere 
with reemployment — a very high percentiige. Perhaps 
this is a major factor in the referral of many claim- 
ants to counseling services. Of the 62 checked claimants 
who provided initial followup information, 30.6 percent 
were employed at 3 weeks. Of the 80 claimants who were 
checked as not having interfering attitudes, 53.8 percent 
were employed at the 3-week point. These differences 
were statistically significant by the Chi Square test (x' 
= 6.67, p < .01; i.e., a Chi Square this large could be 
found by chance less than 1 time out of 100). The rapid 
rise in unemployment in the "no interference" group 
eliminated all differences at the subsequent followup 
points. Employment in the larger group had declined to 
40,0 percent by 13 weeks and to 32.3 percent by 26 
weeks. This factor was not related to benefit exhaustion. 

Unrealistic Attitudes 

Those 58 claimants who were seen as having unreal- 
istic attitudes (for example, about personal capabilities, 
job availability, probable salary, and working condi- 
tions) were also unemployed in greater numbers at the 
initial followup. At that time, only 29.6 percent of those 
indicated as "unrealistic" were employed, compared with 
52.3 percent employment in the rest of the claimant pop- 
ulation. These differences were statistically significant (x* 
= 6.09, p < .02) . As in the previous case, the difference 
disappeared as the rest of the group "caught up" in un- 
employment. By 26 weeks past the termination of 
SPRUCE services, 70.8 percent of the former ^md 704 
percent of those with presumably realistic attitut'les were 
out of work. An unrealistic or other type of potentially 
interfering attitude appears to be related to early unem- 
ployment but not to eventual employment outcomes- 
Types of Interfering and Unrealistic Attitudes 

Fiiy-nine claimants were checked as having specific 
types of interfering and unrealistic attitudes. Almost half 
(42.4 percent) were identified as bein^ ^tnrealistic about 
their capabilities. The next most frequently-noted limiting 
attitude seemed to involve a lack of realism about job 
availability. The type of attitude did not seem to be re- 
lated to early employment; however, specific types of at- 
titudes may be related to later failure. Perhaps addi- 
tional data should be obtained on claimants, sorted into 
attitude categories. By the 26-week point, the differences 
were growing larger (x* = 8.58, d.f. = 5, p < .10). 
Even though the cell frequencies were not sufficient to 
establish whether or not the type of attitude will really 
affect employment outcomes, it appears that those who 
are seen as unrealistic about their personal capabilities 
are likely to be employed at a higher rate than those 
with other types^of limiting attitudes. Claimants in this 
category actually showed a slightly increasing rate of 
emj)loyment over time. 

The type o£ attitude expressed was related to benefit 
exhaustion (x* = 12.52, d.f. = 5, p < .05). Again, the 
cell frequencies were so small as to restrict Interpreta- 
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tion; however, exhaustion rates ^vere noticeably higher 
for that group of claimants who were considered unreal- 
istic about their own capabilities (96.0 percent). Even 
though the number is very small, we should look care- 
fully at those claimants who were checked as unrealistic 
about salary. There were only six of them, but all ex- 
hausted. 

Alcohol or Drug Problem 

This category was not significantly related to either 
employment or to exhaustion. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that the number of claimants involved was so low 
as to make a statistically significant result impossible (N 
= 4). Some categories are difficult to use in evaluation 
because of their infrequent application. It is, in fact, 
probable that the actual incidence of drug abuse in this 
population is much higher than indicated. We might 
speculate that such a category represents n taboo topic: 
claimants don't volunteer the information and interview- 
ers don't ask. 

Nevertheless, it is worth observing that all four of 
these claimants did exhaust their benefits and that only 
one of the four held a job at any followup point. (One 
reported employment at 26 weeks.) It is interesting that 
the only claimant checked as having a problem to an ex- 
tent that would actually interfere with his employment 
was the only one who held a job at any time. 

State Conditions: Environmental and Personal 

The presence of limiting environmental conditions 
(child care^ care of others, transportation, etc.) did not 
seem to make any difference in either employment or ex- 
haustion rates. A further analysis by type of condition 
also failed to reveal significant differences. £ven the con- 
sistently higher percentages in the negative categories 
were not high' enough at any point. Even though "com* 
mon sense" dictates that so-called limiting conditions 
might do just that, other conditions ma^ be so compel- 
ling or numerous that factors which might be critical to 
success in a more "employment-prone" group just don't 
count. The fact seems to be that claimants who are re- 
ferred for counseling are going to (1) exhaust their ben- 
efits, and (2) generally be unemployed. 

The presence of limiting personal conditions (crimi- 
nal record, minority group membership, age, etc.) was 
also unrelated to outcomes. As in the previous case, the 
percentages in the negative categories tended to be 
higher but the observed differences were not in excess of 
chance probabilities. In this category^ however, an analy- 
sis by type of condition proved more fruitful. The magni- 
tude of the differences increased from the point of initial 
followup; and, by the 26-week point, a significant Chi 
Square was obtained (x* = 1193, d.f. = 4. p < .02). 

The most limiting of personal handicaps (for 
reemployment) was minority-group status. By 26 weeks, 
only about 11.8 percent of this group was still employed 
(four of a total of 34) as opposed to 54.5 percent of 
those handicapped by "other" factors. The numbers in- 
volved in some of the categories were so small as to ren- 
der any further conclusions doubtful. (For example, all 
of those considered by the Counselor as able to obtain 
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jobs but unable to hold them were found at followup to 
be unemployed, but there were only three of them aUo- 
gether.) 

While the type of personal condition was related to 
employment, it was unrelated to benefit exhaustion. 

Interpersonal Relationships 

While the type of interfering interpersonal relation- 
ships (unsatisfactory marital status, conflicts with super- 
visors, peers, etc.) was not related to exhaustion or to 
employment outcomes, claimants checked as having prob- 
lems in the area of interpersonal relationships of the sort 
that might be expected to interfere with job possibilities 
tended to have higher rates of employment at 13 weeks 
(X* = 5.96, p < .02), However, by the 26-week point, 
there was no difference in favor of either group. Inspec- 
tion of the percentages at each point suggests a higher 
initial rate of employment for the "problem" claimants, 
followed by sudden loss. Only 17 claimants were in this 
category. There was no relationship to benefit exhaus- 
tion. 

"Success Not Apparent" Group 

In this category, counselors were asked to indicate 
those claimants for whom success was not apparent, as 
well as some classification of the type of problem situa- 
tion (temporary, cannot be resolved, new problems con- 
stantly emerge, etc.). The majority of claimants in the 
"success not apparent" category were identified as hav< 
ing problems that would be resolved over time (43 of the 
54). (It may be noted that, nevertheless, the exhaustion 
rate in this category was 92.6 percent and that 75.0 per- 
cent were out of work by the 26lh week.) 

An analysis according to the type of problem cate- 
gory revealed no relationships to exhaustion or to em- 
ployment outcomes. On the other hand, I he "no problem** 
people were more likely (x" = 7.12, p < .01) to be em- 
ployed at 3 weeks (52.1 percent vs. 27.1 percent). By 26 
weeks, however, enough had lost jobs so that the unem- 
ployment rates of the groups were too close to yield sta- 
tistically significant differences (yes, 75.0 percent; no, 
68.7 percent). While there appeared to be some tendency 
for more of the people with problems to exhaust (92.6 
percent vs. 80.4 percent), such a difference might occur 
by chance as often as 10 times in 100. 

Critical Incidents 

Counselors noted critical ^'incidents'' for 75 claim- 
ants. Whether or not such incidents were seen as favora- 
ble or unfavorable made no apparent difference to em- 
ployment or exhaustion, but the fact that such an 
incident was observed at all did make a difference. 
Claimants for whom critical incidents were noted were 
more often employed (53.5 percent vs. 33.8 percent) at 
the 3-week point (x* = 4.84, p < .05). Perhaps this re- 
flects the fact that the majority of incidents noted were 
seen as favorable (90.0 percent). This difference was not 
significant at 13 or at 26 weeks, although the critical- 
incident group did, in fact, maintain a higher rate of 
employment. There was no relationship to exhaustion. 



Factors Favoring Employment 

While those claimants listed as having positive fac- 
tors in favor of employment (skilled, motivated, etc.) 
maintained proportionally higher rates of employment at 
all points of followup, the difference was sufficiently be- 
yond chance only at the 13-week point (x* = 8.18, p < 
.01). At this time, 46.8 percent of the claimants who 
were seen as characterized by one or more favorable fac- 
tors were employe d, compared with only 2117 percent 



employment for the rest of the group. There was no rela- 
tionship to exhaustion. 

When these claimants were considered by type of 
factor, no positive relationships appeared. Those claim- 
ants characterized as willing and motivated, or as having 
a particular skill, had the highest proportional rates of 
employment. The greatest differences were in the initial 
weeks; however, at no time were these differences statis- 
tically significant. The type of factor was also unrelated 
to exhaustion. 



Summary of Results 
The Relationship of Interview Checklist Notes to Outcome 





Outcome 


Condition identified on checkiist 


Percent employed 


Percent 




3 weeks 


13 weeks 


26 weeks 


exhausting 



Pliysical disabilitv 32 

Emotional disability 43 

Attitudes interfere with reemployment 31 

Attitudes unrealistic 30 

Not cooperative 33 

Alcohol or drug problem — 

Previous employer record interferes 37 

Previous employment record does not interfere 57 

Environmental condition interferes 38 

Personal condi tion interferes 41 

Interpersonal relationship problems interfere 65 

Personal appearance interferes 30 

Medical conditions interfere 33 

Saccess not apparent (problems interfere) 27 

Critical incidents noted 54 

Unfavorable critical incidents 29 

Employment-facilitating; factors present 47 



21 
21 

31 
32 
33 

35 
40 
33 
33 
65 

aa 

33 
29 
40 
14 

47 



16 
10 
26 
29 
13 
25 
27 
40 
25 
27 
40 
32 
33 
25 
3H 

36 



93 
88 
88 
88 
94 

iOO 
88 
76 
88 
89 
77 
92 

100 
93 
84 

100 
85 
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Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion 



To identify personal characteristics of UI claimants 
that are closely associated with likelihood of UI benefit 
exhaustion, a series of sensitive and comprehensive statis- 
tical analyses was made of the records of the 6rst 200 
claimants enrolled by Project SPRUCE for the Control 
group (89 from the Trial Run and the remainder from 
the first month of Phase II) . 

Control group records were used exclusively because 
of the possibility that in Test group cases the outcome 
(exhaustion or nonexhaustion) could be affected by the 
intervening Project activity as well as by the claimant's 
personal characteristics. Further — since nonexhaustion 
could reflect technical conditions, or regular UI and ES 
program activity, as well as reemployment — the analysis 
excluded those whose claims were discontinued because 
of benefit-year expiration, disqualification, enrollment in 
training, death, or withdrawal for unknown reason. This 
left 185 in the analysis, comprised as follows: Exhaus- 
tees 136 (51M, 85F) ; Nonexhaustees 49 (28M, 21F) . 

Because the primary-factor group emerging from the 
analysis was sex-related or sex-differentiated, separate 
lists of exhaustion identifiers were developed for males 
and for females as shown on the following pages. These 
checklists are the versions used in an experimental trial 
started in March 1972 to test their applicability and to 
explore the possibility of finding other significant factors 
available to the Interviewer through direct observation 
(physical appearance, speech, poise, attitude, etc.) or 



through access to additional Information hi the claimant's 
record. Not indicated in these versions is the original 
labelling of certain of the items as very highly predictive. 
These were items 1, 3, and 9 in the checklist for males, 
and items 1, 2, 7, and 10 in the checklist for females. 

The experimental trial was run on about 1,000 
claimants sampled from two large-city offices and two 
small-town offices by a selection procedure corresponding 
to the screening criteria used for Project SPRUCE en- 
rollment, except that they were being selected now at 
their 3rd to 6th certifications (for early prediction), and 
that better statistical representation of males and of non- 
whites was sought now. 

When sufficient time has elapsed to complete the 
records on the outcomes of these cases, it is hoped that 
further analysis will determine how the prediction fac- 
tors should be scored, updated, or changed to develop a 
true PIE (Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion) scale for 
general applicability. The end product may be useful 
both for directing claimants into service programs and 
for administrative purposes such as predicting claims 
loads. 

Linkage of this effort to the work on Interview 
Checklist Notes may lead to even more fruitful ap- 
proaches, involving recognition of various special claim- 
ant profiles, measurement of the effectiveness of counsel- 
ing service, and commitment of claimants to service 
programs by solf-appvaisal. 
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Division of Employment 

Eicpepmenial Scale CONFIDENTIAL For Research Purposes Only 

Prediction oi Insurance Exhaustion 



Number of Certifications f 



Claimant: Name SSA No. i„ i i . o v i i 

Weeks Worked in Base Year I 

Expects recall? 

L.O.# Interviewer Date — • — ' 

Claimant Employer 

Conflicting reasons for separation j 
INSTRUCTIONS: Place a check (X) in the box in front of each factor that applies to this claimant. 



Factors Associated with Higher Exhaustion Rate Among MALES 
Income 



Education 



Type of Unemployment 



Claimant's total income in previous year was $8,000 or more. 
Claimant's total income in previous year was $4^500 - $7^999. 

Began, but did not complete high school. 

Was a dropout from grade school, junior high, or college (years 
of schooling completed were 0 - 5, or 7, or 13- 15). 



Reason for becoming unemployed was frictional unemployment or 
reduced employability, rather than occupational or economic causes. 

Has a barrier to reemployment other than lack of education, lack 
of skill training, or obsolete skill. 



Employmen t/ Unemployment History 



j Total gi nful employment less than 3 years. 

Was unemployed for 17 to 29 weeks during the last 12 months. 
Was unemployed 30 weeks or more during the last 12 months. 



INTERVIEWER'S 

JUDGMENT; (i^ay take into account additional fact ors observed in the interview or in the claims 
record. If the judgment made is not self-evident from the factors checked above, 
please add appropriate comment.) 

I I Expect exhaustion | | Do not expect exhaustion 

Explanatory Comments' 
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Experimental Scale 



NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Division of Employment 

CONFIDENTIAL 



For Research Purposes Only 



Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion 



Cli)imant:Nanne 



SSA No. 



L.0.# 



Interviewer 



Date 



Number of Certifications p [ 
Weeks Worked in Base Year | | 
Expects recall? 



Claimant Employer 
Conflicting reasons for separation | | 

INSTRUCTIONS: Place a check (X) in the box in front of each factor that applies to this claimant.. 



Factors Associated with Higher Exhaustion Rate Among FEMALES 



□ 



Education 



Type of Unemployment 

a 
□ 
□ 

Age 



Total family income in previous year was $6,000 or more. 
Hourly earnings on last full time job averaged $3.00 or more. 

Completed less than 12 years ot schooling* 



Reason for becoming unemployed was frictional unemployment or 
reduced employability, rather than occupationat^or economic causes. 

Transportation or child care is a barrier to reemployment* 

Has a barrier to reemployment other than lack of educationi lack of 
skill tiainingy obsolete skill, transportation, or child care* 



I I Over 53 

Employm ent/ Unemployment History 

I I Total gainful employment 3 years or more. 

Was unemployed tot 17 to 29 weeks during the last 12 months* 
Was unemployed for 30 weeks or more during the last 12 months* 

INTERVIEWER'S 

JUDGMENT: (May take into account additional factors observed in. the interview or in the claims 
record. If the judgment made is not self-evident from the* factors checked above, 
please add appropriate comment.) 



Explanatory Comments 



I I Expect exhaustion | | Do not expect eidiaustlon 
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Costs and Benefits 



Definitive Costs 

The total expenditure of SPRUCE funds for the en- 
tire life of the Project was $388,457— $270,804 for ad- 
ministration and $117,653 for incentive and allowance 
payments to clients. This compared with budgeted 
amounts of $276,431 for Project administration and 
$168,900 for SPRUCE payments to clients. 

In addition, SPRUCE clients received $55,810 in al- 
lowance payments from MDTA Title II funds (out of 
$255,000 set aside from that source to supplement the 
SPRUCE budget) and $184,224 in UI benefits, during 
their association with the Project. 

The SPRUCE payments to clients were distributed 
by type, as follows: 

Number Total T&Ud 
Type of payment of weeks amount 

persons * 

Service allowance ?52,461 .30 

During counseling. 61 705 
During rehabilita- 
tion service I 7 - 

Standbjr* pre- 

trainmg 13 55 

Standby, post- 
training 9 33 

Training allowance 51 765 65 , 191 . 75 

Total 105 1,565 $117,653.05 

a. The total number of peraoni mclud» no duplications. 

b. The total araouni of paymentB includea t2,6&6 in tranHportatiun allowances. 

The administrative costs of operating the Project are 
detailed in the following summary. To the extent that 
these administrative costs include obligations peculiar to 
a research project — processing of Control claimants, fol- 
lowup efforts, services of research consultant, etc. — they 
presumably exceed the amount it would take to operate 
a permanent SPRUCE-type program. Furthermore, orga- 



nization of such a permanent program could entail some 
reduction of the regular Local Office organization re- 
quired for i>ruce5sin;^ non-SPRUCE claimants. 



Item Amount 

Salaries $188,871.09 

Personnel benefits 49,013.93 

Space 16,432.32 

Research consiiUant service 8,403.99 

ConiTnunicatioiis 3,694.00 

Supplies 1,732.79 

Travel 1,172.77 

Equipment 564.28 

Transportation of things. .1 539.51 

Other 379.15 

Total $270,803.83 



Initial Benefits 

The table telow, Avhich shows rl;.im duration, gi»cs. 
scant evidence that the SPRUCE system can reduce the 
duration of benefits — at least not when it is interposed 
after the 13th certification and under the kind of labor* 
market conditions that existed during the Project period. 

However, the report chapter on the impact of tiie 
SPRUCE system develops the finding that — altliough the 
Test and Control groups did not differ significantly in 
their UI benefit exhaustion rates — there was a clear and 
enduring effect on post-SPRUCE employment, which was 
measured as a statistically significant advantage in the 
Test group of 9 percentage points at the 6-month fol- 
lowup. These 9 percentage points represent a Test group 
margin of 20 percent over the Control group baseline. In 
absolute numbers this means t!iat more than 30 Test 
claimants were in jobs as long as 6 months after termi- 
nating from Project SPRUCE, who presumably would 
not have been in jobs if they were in the Control group. 

Post-SPRUCE earnings, as analyzed from the follow- 
ups thus far, reveal that both Test and Control claimants 



Distribution of SPRUCE Claimants by Number of Regular Unemployment Insurance 
Benefits and Extended Benefit Checks Received^ as of April 25, 1971 



Weeks of benefits 


Test 


Control 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Total 


473 » 


100 


528'* 


100 


Weeks of unemployment insurance benefits 










Under 20 


40 


8 


26 


5 


20-25 


91 


19 


80 


15 


26 or 27 


289 


61 


359 


68 


28-39 »> 


35 


7 


46 


9 






4 


17 


3 




138 


100 


171 


100 


1-6 


28 


20 


32 


19 


7-12 


18 


13 


27 


16 


13-15 


92 


67 


112 


65 



a. Excludes 9 Test claimanU and 14 Control daimantt who received Trade hauatkm of regular benefit righta; only one in the Teat group and two 
Readiiutment AUowtnces in lieu of regular henefits. in the Control group qun?ified by expiration of their benefit year; thus the 

b. Indudea beneBt righta in •ubaequenl benefit year. proportion of exhaiiHteeg receiving extended benefits i« 40 perceut in «acb 
fu Nearly all of the extended-benefit elaimantt qualified on the bau* of ex- group (Teat, 137/342; Control. 169/422). 
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are e(|Ually liable to suffer early reductions in hourly 
earning rale from their pre-SPRUCE levels.^ Dalr* from 
the 3-"week followup show employed Test group respond- 
ents earning an average of $2.77 per hour compared to 
their pre-SPRUCE average of $3,10, and employed Con- 
trol group respondents averaging 32,67 per hour com- 
pared to their pre-SPRUCE average of $3.03, In later 
followups, matched reports show both Test and Control 
respondents recovering their earning power: 

Test Control 

Number reporting earnings 156 168 

Average hourl> rates reported 

13.week followup 82.95 «2.94 

26-wepk folio wup 3.11 3 • 08 

Pre-SPRUCE 3.18 3.07 

More intensive analysis, through determination of 



1. Possibly relevant to this is anotlier finding, that an overurlielniing major' 
ily of employed respondents in both claimant %toup» -were working fnr 
aotiieonc otlicr than a previous employer (95 per cent in the first 
foUuMiipi and 89 per cent in the second and third followups). 



longitudinal impact on earnings, must await subsequent 
analysis of total earnings, to be based on special Social 
Security Administration followups. 

Longitudinal Benefits 

Through special processing of Social Security Ac- 
count data, computer tapes are being made available to 
yield comparative Test and Control distributions of quar- 
terly and annual earnings from October 1970 on. Other 
definitive outputs to be longitudinally realized, but which 
cannot be estimated by projection. Include (a) refine- 
ment and validation of a prediction scale for early iden- 
tification of potential exhaustees, and (b) emergence of 
a counseling instrument for client self-appraisal. 

On a still wider social horizon, evaluation of long- 
range benefit should also address itself philosophically to 
the "musical chairs" question: In programming for the 
reemployment of UI claimants, are we going to build 
more chairs so as to accommodate everyone, or are we 
going to sharpen our skills for livelier participation in 
the elimination game of seating A only at the expense of 
unseating B? 
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Project Results: Implications 



That SPRUCE represents a valuable approach now 
seems clearly established by a number of positive find- 
ings. It seems equally clear, too, that the SPRUCE expe- 
rience may have a continuing impact, not as a definitive 
operation, but as an ongoing process of exploration. 

It is satisfying to note that full exposure of the Test 
group to SPRUCE services has given it the advantage of 
a distinctly superior and durable post-SPRUCE employ- 
ment rate over the partially-exposed Control group. But, 
of course, many questions of attribution remain open, 
such as the intrusion of the general economic recession, 
the extent of "creaming," the relative contribution of 
special rehabilitation services and concentrated applica- 
tion of conventional ES services, the failure to affect ex- 
haustion rates, etc. 

Even if all the remaining puzzles and uncertainties 
were resolved, the solutions would probably not be ulti- 
mate or permanent. For in the dynamic equilibrium of 
our open economy and open society, the continuous proc- 
ess of adjustment- feedback-readjustment assures contin- 
ual discovery or redefinition of problems, and perpetual 
need of creative problem-solving. 

Among the areas in which ongoing exploration is 
relevant to the questions cited above, are our own con- 
tinuing studies toward effective classification of UI claim- 
ants to^ facilitate prediction of insurance exhaui>tion, to 
diagnose their motivations and job-readiness from analy- 
sis of individual v/ork histories and patterns, and to 
learn how these profiles reveal the need for specific 
forms of intervention and the responsiveness of claimants 
to such intervention. 

Parallel and pertinerjl activity is also known to be 
under way at such diverse facilities as the University of 
Western Ontario School of Business Administration.-, (to 
devise and evaluate a /'tracking model" of how unem- 
ployed persons make use of government programs and" 
seek employment; research sponsored by. Unemployment 
Insurance Commission of Canada) and the Human Inter-' 
action Research Institute of Los Angeles (to find and 
evaluate ways of assessing the readiness of manpower 
program participants; research sponsored by U. S. Man- 
power Administration). . 

By such efforts, addeft to others^ — like the newly cre- 
ated unit in the Erie County Health Department for em- 
ployment evaluation service to clients w^ith placement 
problems, by a diagnostic team of medical, employment, 
and social service specialists — techniques are invented 
and knowledge is accumulated so that eventually a defi- 
nitive program can be constructed to meet the need. Ob- 
viously, Project SPRUCE itself was one such contribu- 
tory effort. 

Most troublesome among the issues and open 
questions mentioned above are the restriction of employ 
ment opportunities by the economic recession and the 
failure of SPRUCE to reduce the exhaustion rate. How- 
ever, they do logically seem to fit together. With our so- 
ciety and economy unable to eliminate cyclical fluctua- 
tions, participants in the system have had to be satisfied 
with the familiar adjustment and have learned to plan 



their lives within that framework. How elastic, then, can 
the exhaustion rate be? Is it modifiable in varying de- 
grees under different economic conditions? Might earlier 
intervention be more effective? 

Also related to this is the observation by Project 
staff that exhaust ees were not returning to the SPRUCE 
Office for continuation of job-placement efforts. A brief 
attempt ad instituting exhaustion interviews, to encourage 
and arrange continuing, regular contact and service, 
proved ineffective when only 16 out of the first 115 ex- 
haustees who received this interview returned subse- 
quently for £erviv;e. Although 111 of them asserted that 
-the Project had been helpful, only 48 felt it could help 
further by keeping them informed of future job open- 
ings; 62 felt it could give them no further help. 

Analysis of the curious mixture of objective and - 
subjective factors in the complex of ego responses that 
enter into program effectiveness, and particularly into 
the persistent exhaustion rate, will have to include some 
study of sources of placement other than the Employ- 
ment Service, and of their relative contributions to job- 
finding for UI claimants. Do pre-exhaustion placements 
differ from post-exhaustion placements in this respect? 

It also had been supposed initially that the Project's 
focus on service would, per se, delay discontinuation of 
claims in many instances, perhaps to the point of ex- 
hausting benefit rights, but that such shortrun effects 
Would be overshadowed by the now demonstrated im- 
provement in the post-SPRUCE employment rate. Can 
the supposition that the longer time required for addi- 
tional sevvices actually contributes to the exhaustion rate 
be squared v;ith the Project experience of Extended Ben- 
efits being claimed in equal proportion by the Test and 
Control p,rfiiips during the period January-April 1971? 

The demonstrated improvement of 9 to 10 percent- 
age points in the post-SPRUCE employment rate — 47 
percent of Test group vs. 38 percent of Control group 
employed at the 3-week followup interval, and 55 percent 
of Test vs. 45 percent of Control group at the 6-month 
interval — id a real accomplishment, considering the num- 
bers involved and the Chi-Square. determination of proba- 
ble significance at the .01 or .02 level. (See table, p. 18.) 

But besides the many remaining questions, experi- 
mental replication is necessary, not only to confirm the 
experience but to apply it in ways that will test varying 
schemes of claimant classification until we can develop 
procedures for assignment of those specific individuals 
most likely to benefit from particular services. Coordi- . 
naled analysis of accumulated information from Project 
SPRUCE and' related explorations can be assimilated in 
many minor adjustments in policy and in programming 
of services, as well as in new instruments for evaluating 
claimants, to yield even greater gains at little additional 
cost to ongoing UI operations. 

At the very least. Project experience suggests that 
intensification of standard ES Local Office services to UI 
claimants Would have unquestionable value. The explora- 
tory or experimental aspects of it pertain only to the ad- 
ministrative and organizational formats for the delivery 
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of these services and to the recordkeeping devices for 
their measurement and evaluation. 

Evaluating the program in dollar terms, there is no 
conclusive evidence that the SPRUCE system can reduce 
the duration of benefits to effect savings in benefit pay- 
ments. However, its superior record of reemployment 
may indicate that positive monetary values may be cred- 



ited to it. SPRUCi'^ not only had an ir^mediate effect on 
employment, but some claimants actually benefited from 
the services following a considerable length of time. This 
long-term difference suggests that the effects of SPRUCE 
may be enduring. This will be measurable when longitu- 
dinal earnings data based on Social Security records be- 
come available. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of SPRUCE EnroUees by 
Initial Employability Rating and Termination Status 



A. Test Group 











ISfot job»ready 




Total 


VI claim 




UI claim 




Characteristics 


number 


(J I discon* 


Other ter* 


VI discori' 


Other ter- 




enrolled 


Total benefits tinned 


mination 


Total benefits tinued 


mination 






exhausted for ux>rk 


status 


exhausted for u^rk 


status 



Total in test group. ... 482 347 234 80 33 135 80 29 26 



Age 





. . 208 


139 


94 


35 


10 


69 


33 


22 


14 




102 


85 


52 


22 


11 


17 


14 


1 


2 




115 


83 


57 


17 


9 


32 


21 


5 


6 


55—64 years 


57 


40 


31 


6 


3 


17 


12 


1 


4 


Srx 




















Male 


... 235 


160 


113 


41 


6 


75 


41 


24 


10 




247 


187 


121 


39 


27 


60 


39 


5 


16 


Ethnic group 




















White 


354 


262 


178 


66 


18 


92 


55 


21 


16 




119 


82 


54 


14 


14 


37 


22 


5 


10 




6 


2 


2 






4 


1 


3 






3 


1 





— . 


1 


2 


2 







Veteran status 






















... 133 


93 


69 


19 


5 


40 


26 


9 


5 




. . 349 


254 


165 


61 


28 


95 


54 


20 


21 


Marital Btatus 






















132 


82 


67 


13 


2 


SO 


27 


13 


10 




262 


205 


136 


50 


19 


57 


32 


13 


12 




27 


16 


10 


2 


4 


11 


9 


— 


2 




61 


44 


21 


15 


8 


17 


12 


3 


2 


Education 




















Less than 8 years 


24 


13 


10 


1 


2 


11 


8 


2 


1 




50 


39 


31 


6 


2 


11 


5 


1 


5 






fit: 


DO 


oi 
Zl 


1 1 








e 

D 




174 


134 


90 


32 


12 


40 


24 


8 


8 




100 


76 


50 


20 


6 


24 


12 


5 


7 


Primary wage earner 




















Yes 


291 


205 


135 


52 


18 


86 


32 


21 


13 


No 


. . 191 


142 


99 


28 


15 


49 


28 


8 


13 


Number of dependents 




















0 


... 227 


151 


m 


28 


15 


76 


45 


15 


16 


1-3 


201 


151 


97 


39 


15 


50 


30 


11 


9 


4-6 


52 


43 


28 


12 


3 


9 


5 


3 


1 






2 


1 


1 












Family income in 1969 




















O-$l,800 


15 


6 


5 


1 




9 


6 


1 


2 


^1,801- 3,600 


52 


29 


17 


6 


6 


23 


15 


3 


5 


3,601- 5,400 


78 


53 


38 


9 


6 


25 


15 


7 


3 


5,401- 7,200 


60 


38 


.27 


7 


. 4 


22 


7 


9 


6 


7,201- 9,000 


73 


59 


38 


18 


3 


14 


11 






9,001-12,000 


80 


64 


43 


16 


5 


16 


10 


5 


1 


12,001-15,000 


37 


33 


10 


15 


8 


4 


2 




? 




30 


25 


18 


6 


1 


5 


4 




I 




57 


40 


38 


2 




17 


10 


4 


3 


Claimant's income in 1969 




















0-11,800 


58 


31 


24 


4 


3 


27 


14 


5 


8 


$1,801- 3,600 


139 


96 


65 


22 


9 


43 


28 


10 


5 


3,601- 5,400 

5,401- 7,200 


129 


95 


63 


18 


14 


34 


19 


6 


9 


81 


57 


41 


11 


5 


24 


12 


8 


4 


7,201- 9,000.^ 

9,001- 9,999 


48 


42 


25 


16 


1 


6 


6 






7 


7 


3 


4 














20 


19 


13 


5 


1 


1 


1 
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1. A. Test Group (continued) 



Characteristics 






Job -ready 




Notjob^ready 


Total 
number 
enrolled 


Total 


VI chim 
UI discon- 
bz'ttejits tinned 
exhausted for ivork 


Other ter- 
mination 
status 


Total 


UI claim 
UI discon- 
benefits tinued 
exhausted for work 


Other ter' 
mirtation 
status 


X, XJliXl 111 QLVLLlff • • • 


482 


347 


234 


80 


33 


135 


80 


29 


26 


Poverty level elassifieation 




















Publie assistanee reeipient 






















17 


9 


7 


2 


— 


8 


5 


3 


■ — 


S^ibstaiidanl income for family 






















26 


8 


7 


, 


1 


18 


12 





6 




439 


330 


220 


78 


32 


109 


63 


26 


20 


f^iii»i*pnt' RTi/tll t\f iiTiPTiinlnvmPTit 

V^ULICIIL OlJl'Al Llll 111 IJIU y lUv^ll L 




















(at intaKc) 






















2 


2 





2 


— 


— 





— . 


■ — 




29 


24 


14 


8 


2 


5 


1 


2 


2 




43 


29 


16 


7 


6 


14 


6 


2 


6 




207 


146 


96 


38 


12 


61 


35 


.12 


j4 




168 


125 


92 


23 


10 


43 


28 


12 


3 




21 




12 


1 


1 


7 


6 


1 




40-52 weeks 


11 


6 


4 




2 


o 


4 




i. 


S3 wppIcr or ovpr .... 


} 


1 




1 













Total unemployment in past 




















12 months (at intake) 






















— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 




■ — 


9-18 weeks 


205 


149 


94 


39 


16 


56 


29 


11 


16 




212 


153 


105 


35 


13 


59 


oo 


16 


8 


27-39 weeks 


50 


38 


31 


6 


1 


12 


9 


2 


1 




15 


7 


4 




3 


8 


7 




1 ' 


l-wmniiil p r>iTil n vfTipnt 
\7uiiii,iii K^miiiv y in\^m. 
























2 


2 


— 




4 




1 







36 


25 


19 


6 




11 


5 


4 


2 




156 


104 


66 


27 


11 


52 


23 


15 


14 




284 


216 


147 


47 


22 


68 


49 


9 


10 






















j ob 




















V/ liitp pollnr* 




















r^v*ATA QQt A n o 1 't'oolimool or^fl 
JL rUlCDDlUIlul) ICClilllLulf uIlU - 




















tn si n fi fro v*t o 1 


55 


49 


34 


14 


1 


u 


5 


1 - 




1 i<>»'ipnl nTiff Qfiloa 


152 


118 


71 


31 


16 


" 34 


16 


8 


in 


T\1iip onllfiT** 




















r'T*npocain rr 


20 


14 


11 


2 


1 


/; 
u 


4 


1 


i. 


IVlnolimA 'tfnnfct 


55 


33 


23 


7 


Q 
O 


22 


14 


5 


Q 
O 


I'f on o 1 1 A V* I/" 


50 


35 


22 


9 


d. 
*x 




11 


1 


o 




38 


27 


23 


1 


3 


11 


6 


3 


2 


\\^ aaoollfinoAivQ 


58 


34 


23 


9 


2 


24 


14 


8 


2 




54 


37 


27 


7 


3 


17 


10 


2 


5. 


Agrieulture, forestry and fishing. 






— 


— 




— 


— 


— 


— 


Oppimntinnni irrniiTi— -■n^'itrirtrv 

Li L/iX LIUlIil J LLx\JHlJ l-'lIJJJiil.y 

VL/ 1 11 f p p rkl 1 n I* > 

TTlllLV/ \^iJll<XL » 




















r ff\if*Q.a.if\xinl ■fpphnipnl nrtfi 

J. 1 UJ.V/oQlLlilcll} Lv<v<lJlllv<(Xl) UllU 




















m n n n fTOf*i nl 




52 


34 


16 


2 


7 
i 


5 


1 




1 ]oT*ionl T« n #1 DoloQ 


154 


119 


77 


26 






20 


6 


0 


T{1iiP onllfiT** 




















r'i'n o p BQi n nr 


24 


17 


13 


4 




7 


4 


1 


2 




50 


33 


22 


7 


4 


17 


10 


4 


3 




46 


31 


19 


8 


4 


15 


11 


2 


2 




41 


26 


21 


2 


3 


15 


9 


4 


2 




56 


31 


20 


9 


2 


25 


14 


8 


3 




^ 48 


34 


25 


7 


2 


14 


7 


3 


. 4 


Agriculture, forestry and fishing. 


3 


3 


3 
















1 


1 




1 












Benefit status at cnrolhiient 






















63 


43 


'27 


10 


6 


20 


11 


3 


6 




59 


44 


27 


15 


2 


- 15 


8 


3 


4 




59 


43 


25 


10 


8 


16 


8 


4 


4 




47 


31 


22 


4 


5 


16 


12 


2 


2 




70 


46 


33 


12 


1 


24 


14 


6 


4 




91 


75 


52 


15 


8 


16 


8 


5 


3 




62 


42 


29 


10 


3 .V 


20 


15 


4 


1 




31 


23 


19 


4 




8 


4 


2 


2 
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1. A. Test Group (continued) 









Jtib-ready 






Not job 


-ready 






Total 






VI claim 








TJl claim 




Characteristics 


number 




VI 


discon- 


Other ter- 




hi 


discon- 


Other ter* 




enrolled 


Total 


benefits 


tinued 


mination 


Total 


benefits 


tinued 


mination 








exhausted for tvork 


status 




exhausted for iiork 


status 


Total in test group 


482 


347 


234, 


. SO 


33 


135 


80 


29 


26 


Prior interruptir^Ti for work 






















130 


91 


50 


27 


14 


- 39 


25 


5 






352 


256 


184 


Co 

o3 


19 


96 


55 


24 


17 


'Axeaoou lor necoxniug uiictii^iujrcti 






















9Jl 




17 


7 


1 
1 


a 
o 




1 


9 






79 


45 


22 


c 

D 


oo 


20 


11 


7 

4 




on 
OV 


Ul> 
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Table 1. Characteristics of SPRUCE Enrollees by 
Initial Employability Rating and Termination Status 



B. Control Group 









Job'veady 






Not job 


'ready 






Total 






UI claim 








UI claim 










UI 


discoii' 


Wilier tvr' 




UI 


discoU' 


^itltnr' far-. 




enrolled 


Total 


benefits 
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,mination 
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tinued 
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exhausted for work 


status 




exhausted for work 


status 


Total in control group. 
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27 
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30 
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27 


11 


70 
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68 


22 


r 
0 


oZ 


21 


8 


O 


55^64 years » 
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11 
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1* B. Control Croup (continued) 
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1. B. Control Group (continued) 
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Table 2. Employment Status at Three FoUowup Intervals 
of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants by Services Received 



A. 3-Week Followup 







Test group 






Contrc i 


droun 




Services 


Total 
JoUoimp 


ir... 

iz,m «■ 

ployed 


(jfieni' 
ployed 


Percent 
etn ploy Oil 


Total 
follcwup 
records 


Em 

idrjjd 


Vtwm- 
ployed 


Percent 
employed 




457 


208 


249 


45.5 


519 


199 


320 


38.3 


Job-search plan 
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... 253 


11 
131 


127 
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51.8 






— 


— 


Job Dcvolopmcnl 


loa 

3^.9 


48 
160 


60 
189 


44.4 
45.8 


57 
462 


20 
179 


37 
283 


35.1 
38.7 


Testing 


38 
419 


15 

193 


23 
226 


39.5 
46.1 


20 
499 


4 
195 


16 

304 


20.0 
39.1 


Counseling 
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328 


51 
,157 


78 
171 


39.5 
47.9 


59 
460 


17 
182 


42 
278 


28.8 
39.6 


Referral 


. , . 210 
247 


104 
104 


106 
143 


49.5 
42.1 


177 
342 


67 
132 


110 
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37.9 
38.6 


Placement 


67 

390 


47 
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20 
229 


70.1 
41.3 


30 
489 


18 
181 . 


12 
308 
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37.0 
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5} 

406 


13 
195 


38 
211 


25.5 
4IJ.0 


8 
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4 
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4 
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50.0 
38.2 
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6 
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1 
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5 
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16.7 
45.9 


3 
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199 


3 

317 


38.6 
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14 


5 

203 


9 

240 


35.7 
45.8 


3 

516 


1 

198 


2 
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33.3 
^ 38.4 


Summary — all 9 services 
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36.4 
39.9 
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Table 2. Employment Status at Three FoUowup Intervals 
of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants by Services Received 



B. 13-Week FoUowup 







Test group 




Control group 


ServKcs 
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employe 


followup 
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Total respondents 
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205 


217 


48.6 
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225 
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44.3 


Job-search plan 






















81 
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• 42.9 


— 
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— 
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233 


124 
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53.2 










Job development 
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46 


59 


43.8 


54 


21 


33 


38.9 




317 


159 
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50.2 


454 


204 
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44.9 
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31 


11 


20 


35.5 


19 


5 


14 
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49.6 
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o#:o 
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Counseling 
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43 


60 


41.7 


60 


20 


40 


33.3 
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4c>.o 


Referral 
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99 
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48.3 
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75 
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42.6 
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48.8 
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Placement 




















..... 69 


44 


25 


63.8 


29 


16 


13 


55.2 




353 


161 
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45.6 


479 


209 


270 


43.6 


Training 






















6 


15 


28.6 


8 


2 


6 


25.0 




401 


199 


202 


49.6 
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223 


277 


44.6 


Education 




















3 


1 


2 


33.3 
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48.7 
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44.6 
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11 


5 


6 


45.5 


3 


1 


2 
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48.7 
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44..; 


Summary — all 9 services 
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45.6 
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41.3 




93 


55 
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Table 2. Employment Status at Three FoUowup Intervals 
of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants by Services Received 

C. 26- Week Followup 







Test group 




Control group 


Services 


Total 
followup 
records 


Em- 
ployed 


Unem- 
ployed 


Percent 
employed 


Total 
followup 
records 


Em- 
ployed 


Uneni' 
ployed 


Percent 
employed 




379 


206 


173 


54.4 


479 


216 


263 


45.1 


Job -search plan 


174 

205 


81 
125 


93 
80 


46.6 
61.0 










Job development 


8a 

291 


47 
159 


41 
132 


53.4 
54.6 


51 
428 


23 
193 


28 
235 


45.1 
45.1 


X estmg 


26 


10 
196 


16 
157 


38.5 
55.5 


20 
459 


5 
211 


15 
248 


25.0 ' 
46.0 


CounBeh n g 


79 

300 


38 
268 


41 

132 


48.1 
56.0 


56 
423 


18 
198 


38 
225 


32.1 
46.8 


Referral 


180 

199 


100 
106 


80 
93 


55.6 
53.3 


162 
317 


72 
144 


90 

173 


44.4 
45.4 


Placement 


62 

317 


' 45 
161 


17 
156 


72.6 
50.8 


27 
452 


15 
201 


12 
251 


55.6 
44.5 


Training 


.. .. 12 


4 

202 


8 
165 


33.3 
55.0 


6 
473 


1 

215 


5 

258 


16.7 

45.5 


Education 


2 

377 


1 

205 


1 

172 


50.0 
54.4 


3 

476 


216 


3 

260 


45.4 


Vocational rehabilitation 


9 

370 


4 

202 


5 

168 


44.4 
54.6 


3 

476 


1 

215 


2 

261 


33.3 
45. 


Summary — all 9 services 


293 

86 


151 
55 


142 
31 


51.5 
64.0 


209 
270 


88 
128 


121 
142 


42.1 
47.4 
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Table 3. Employment Status of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants 
by Services Received, Job Readiness, and Claim Termination 



Status as to service, 
job readiness f 
and claim termination 



First foUotvup 



Employed 



Number Percent 



Second followup 



Total 



Employed 



Number Percent 



Third foUowup 



Total 



Employed 



Number Percent 



Total respondents. . 457 208 

Serviced 364 153 

Not serviced 93 55 

Job-ready 330 160 

Not job-ready 127 48 

Exhaust 295 91 

To work... 107 103 

Other termination 55 14 

Prior interruption for work 124 74 

No prior interruption for work . . . 333 134 



Total respondents. . 


519 


199 




228 
291 


83 
116 




375 
144 


141 
58 




376 

:o7 

36 


92 
96 
11 


No prior interruption for work . . . 


156 

363 


84 
115 



Test group 



45.5 


422 


205 


48.6 


379 


206 


54.4 


42.0 


329 


150 


45.6 


293 


151 


51.5 


59. 1 


93 


55 


59.1 


86 


55 


64.0 


48.5 


308 


159 


51.6 


283 


158 


55.8 


37.8 


114 


46 


40.3 


96 


48 


50.0 


30.8 


277 


94 


33.9 


248 


102 


41.1 


96.3 


104 


95 


91.3 


100 


90 


90.0 


25.5 


41 


16 


39.0 


31 


14 


45.2 


59.7 


122 


65 


53.3 


101 


64 


63.4 


40.2 


299 


139 


46.5 


278 


142 


51.1 


Control 


group 












38.3 


502> 


225 


44.3 


479 


216 


45.1 


36.4 


225 


93 


41.3 


209 


88 


42.1 


39.9 


283 


132 


46.6 


270 


128 


47.4 


37.6 


373 


169 


45.4 


343 


158 


46.1 


40.3 


136 


56 


41.2 


136 


58 


42.6 


24.5 


370 


122 


33.1 


345 


116 


33.6 


89.7 


104 


89 


85.6 


102 


84 


82.4 


30.6 


35 


14 


40.0 


32 


16 


50.0 


53.8 


156 


87 


55.8 


142 


85 


59.9 


31.7 


353 


138 


39.2 


337 


131 


38.9 
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Table 4. Employment Status at Three FoUowup Intervals 



of SPRUCE Claimants Who Received Job-Search Assistance 




A. S-Week FoUowup 








Other services 


Total foilowup J 
records 


Employed 


Unemployed 


Percent employed 






77 


1 07 


^1 7 


Job developmcut 


151 


09 

2o 
54 


oi) 
97 


35.8 


Testing 


182 


fi 
o 

69 


14 
113 


OO. 4 
37.9 


Counseling 


A n 

156 


oi 
Zl 

56 


tin 

2.1 

100 


43. o 
35. <J 


Referral 


1 OA 

84 


CA. 

23 


oo 
61 


4b . v 
21 A 


Placement 


" 34 


23 
54 


11 
•116 


67.6 
31 .8 


Training 


19 

185 


7 
70 


12 
115 


36.8 
37.8 


Education 


3 


1 

76 


2 

125 


33.3 
37.8 


Vocational rehabilitation 


5 

199 


a 

74 


2 

125 


60.0 
37.2 



o 
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Table 4. Emplopment Status at Three Followup Intervals 
of SPRUCE Claimants Who Received Job-Search Assistance 



B. IS-Week Followup 



Other services 


Total followup 
records 


Employed 


Unemployed 


Percent employed 




189 


81 


108 


42.9 


Job development 












51 


21 


30 


41.2 




138 


60 


78 


43.5 


Testing 












21 


6 


15 


28.6 




168 


75 


93 


44.6 


Counacling 












41 


18 


23 


43,9 




148 


63 


85 


42.6 


Referral 












115 


52 


63 


45.2 






29 


45 


39.2 


Placement 












33 


22 


11 


66.7 




156 


59 


97 


37.8 


Training 












8 


3 


5 


37.5 




181 


78 


103 


43.1 


Education 




ft 








2 


1 


1 


50.0 




187 


80 


107 


42.8 


Voeational rehabilitation 












3 


2 


1 


66.7 




186 


79 


107 


42.5 
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Table 4. Employment Status at Three FoUowup Intervals 
of SPRUCE Claimants Who Received Job-Search Assistance 



C. 26.Week FoUowup 



Other services 


1 otal Jolloivup 


JiiTnployed 


Unemployed 


D 1 J 

Jrercent employed 




17d 


OJ. 




•xU • U 


Job development 








AO Q 

4o.o 






133 


61 


72 


45.9 


Testing 










18 


6 


12 


33.3 




156 


75 


81 


48.1 


Counseling 




15 


18 


45.5 




33 




141 


66 


75 


46.8 


Referral 












102 


49 


53 


48.0 




72 


32 


40 


44.4 


Plaeenicnt 












31 


22 


9 


71.0 




143 


59 


84 


41.3 


Training 












4 




4 






170 


81 


89 


47.6 


Edueation 












2 


1 


1 


50.0 




172 


80 


92 


46.5 


Voeational rehabilitation 












2 


2 




100.0 




172 


79 


93 


45.9 




45 



Table 5. Employment Status of SPRUCE Claimants 
at Three FoUowup Intervals by Claimant Characteristics 

A. 3-Wcek FoUowup 







Test groujf 






(Mtitnd firottp 




(Iharacti^ristirH 


Total 


Em- Inem* 




Total 


lim* I nem- 


Percent 




foflomip 


ployed ployed 


vmpioytHl 


Joliou'Up 


phyvd ployoii 


employed 




records 






recorda 



457 


208 


249 


45.5 


519 


199 


320 


3JJ.3 


330 


100 


170 


4ii.5 


375 


141 


234 


37.6 


127 






37.8 


144 


SR 


86 


10.3 


197 


100 


97 


50.8 


209 


91 


118 


43.5 


92 


46 


46 


50.0 


i06 


44 


62 


4:. 5 


113 


46 


67 


40.7 


123 


44 


79 


35.8 


55 


16 


3<) 


29.1 


83 


22 


61 


25.5 



Total respondents 457 



Kmplovability 
Job*reuily 



Age 



i\ot job-ready 127 

Unknown 



Under 34 years 197 

35-44 years 92 

45 54 years 113 

55-64 years 

65 years and over 



Sex 



Male.. 
Fetnalt* 



219 
238 



Kdijcution 

0-7 years 

8 years 

9-11 years 

12 years 163 

Over 12 years 

Disadvantaged stains 

IIRD 

Non-HRD 

Unknown 

Benefit stalus at cjirollment 

13 til certification 

14th certification 

15th certification 

I6tl] certification 

1 7th ceriifiration 

18lh certification 

19th certification 

20(h cerliiieation . 



Ethnic group 

While 

Negro 

Puerto Rican . 
Other 

Vi*teran status 

Veteran 

Non-\tleran. 



124 
333 



Handicap status 

Handicapped 

Not handicapped 404 

Family income in 1%9 

SO-1800 

1801-3600 

3601-5400 

5401-7200.' 

7201-9000 

9001-12000 

12001-15000 

15001 and over 

Unknown 



ERIC 



I2;.« 

80 



70 
138 



9 J 



.58.4 
33.6 



2:ii 



123 
7<j 



100.0 



54 
195 



.56.5 
41.4 



161 

358 



71 
128 



145 
175 



90 
230 



15.9 
30.3 



23 


11 


12 


17.8 


35 


16 


19 


45.7 


50 


16 


34 


32.0 


59 


22 


37 


37,3 


126 


54 


72 


42.9 


150 


48 


102 


32.0 


163 


79 


84 


48.5 


167 


64 


J 03 


38..) 


95 


48 


47 


50.5 


108 


49 


59 


45.4 


40 


15 


25 


37.5 


42 


12 


30 


28.6 


416 


192 


224 


46.2 


477 


187 


290 


39.2 



60 


25 


35 


41.7 


59 


31 


28 


52.5 


56 


29 


27 


51.8 


82 


J5 


47 


12. 7 


56 


22 


3t 


39.3 


48 


15 


33 


31.5 


47 


19 


28 


40.4 


68 


24 


44 


35.3 


64 


34 




53.1 


79 


26 


53 


32.9 


88 


42 


46 


47.7 


86 


31 


55 


36.0 


57 


25 


32 


43.9 


71 


27 


14 


38.0 


29 


12 


17 


41.4 


26 


10 


16 


38.5 


341 


1.58 


183 


46.3 


406 


156 


250 


38.4 


108 


47 


61 


43.5 


108 


40 


68 


37.0 


5 


2 


3 


40.0 


5 


3 


2 


60.0 


3 


1 


2 


33.3 











44.1 
35.8 



53 


18 


35 


34.0 


60 


16 


44 


26.7 


404 


190 


2H 


47.0 


459 


183 


276 


39.9 


15 


7 


8 


4<>.7 


13 


6 


7 


46.2 


47 


19 


28 


40.4 


50 


15 


35 


30.0 


72 


33 


.39 


45.8 


83 


32 


51 


38.6 


54 


3J 


23 


57.4 


79 


32 


47 


40,5 


70 


30 


40 


42.9 


77 


29 


48 


37.7 


79 


33 


46 


41.8 


85 


30 


49 


42.4 


37 


21 


16 


56.8 


36 


11 


25 


30.6 


30 


13 


17 


13.3 


36 


15 


21 


41.7 


59 


21 


32 


39.6 


60 


23 


37 


38.3 
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5A. 3-Week Followup (continued) 







Test group 






Control group 




Characteristics 


Total 
followup 
records 


FmX' Unem- 
ployed ployed 


Percent 
employed 


Total 
followup 
records 


Eni' Unem- 
ployed ployed 


Percent 
einployvd 



Total rcBpondenls 1-57 

Harrier to reemployment (pre-SPUUCl£) 

Too oh! or too young 32 

Laek of education 23 

Laek of skill training ^5 

Laek of exporienee 15 

Obsolete bkilt 

Health problem 22 

Transportation I'l- 

Care of child 3 

Other 173 

None 126 

Unknown Z^- 

Poverty level elassification 

Reeeiving public assiRtanee 10 

Substandard income 30 

AhoVe poverty level ^16 

Unknown ' 

Reason for becoming unemployed 

Seasonal 25 

Irregular 102 

Cyclical 78 

Structural 116 

Technological 34 

Frictionai. 59 

Reduced employ ability 42 

Unknown 1 

Termination status 

Exhaustion 295 

To work 107 

Expiration of benefit year 14 

Disqualified 5 

Enrolled in training IH 

Ceased to fdc 16 

Active-returned to L. O 1 

Active-retained 1 

Unknown 

Prior interruption for work 

Prior interruption I ^- l- 

No prior interruption 332 

Unknown 1 

For those employed: 

Source of placement 

Recalled by former employer X 

NYS Emp. Service (incl. SPRUCK). ... X 

Personal effort X 

Self-employed X 

In armed forces X 

STEP X 

OVR X 

Lnknown X 

For those not rm ployed: 

Seeking work X 

Not seeking work X 

Unknown X 



208 



14 
10 

22 
9 

6 

4 
2 

76 
64 
1 

6 
9 
192 
1 



17 
53 
41 
46 
15 
25 
JO 
1 



91 
103 
8 
1 
3 
1 
1 



74 
133 
1 



8 
4 

I 

195 



X 
X 
X 



249 



18 
13 
23 
6 
I 

16 
10 
1 

97 
62 
3 



204 

4 
6 
4 
15 
15 

1 



50 
199 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



117 

35 
97 



45.5 



43.8 
43.5 
48.9 
60.0 

27.3 
28.6 
66.7 
43.9 
50.8 
25.0 



30.8 
96.3 
57.1 
20.0 
16.7 
6.3 
100. 0 



59.7 
40.1 
100.1 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



519 



27 
43 
22 

2 
30 
16 

2 

159 
159 
7 



199 



17 

l.'S 
17 
8 
1 

8 
6 

69 
57 
1 



376 
105 
12 

2 

2 
19 
1 



363 
156 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



92 
96 
6 
2 
1 



115 

84 



198 



320 



35 
12 
26 
14 
I 

22 
10 

o 

90 
102 
6 



284 
11 
6 

1 

17 
1 



248 
72 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



38.3 



32.7 
55.6 
39.5 
36.4 
50.0 
26.7 
37.5 

43.4 
35.8 
14.3 



4 


60.0 


14 


3 


11 


21.4 


21 


30.0 


28 


9 


19 


32.1 


224 


16.2 


477 


187 


290 


39.2 




100.0 










8 


68.0 


46 


11 


35 


23.9 


49 


52.0 


158 


78 


80 


49.4 


37 


52,6 


65 


32 


33 


49.2 


70 


39.7 


101 


30 


71 


29.7 


19 


44.1 


26 


13 


13 


50.0 


34 


42.4 


71 


20 


51 


28.2 


32 


23.8 


46 


15 


31 


32.6 




JOO.O 











24.5 
91.4 
50.0 
100.0 
50.0 
10.5 



31.7 
53.8 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



X 


X 


X 


274 


X 


X 


X 


X 


24 


X 


X 


X 


X 


22 


X 
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5A. 3-Week Followup (continued) 







Test group 




Control group 


Characteristics 


Total 


Ent' 


Uneni'- 


Percent 


Total 


Ent' 


Unent' 


Percent 




followup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 


followup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 




records 








records 








Total respondents 


457 


208 


249 


45.5 


519 


199 


320 


38.3 


Reason for not seeking work 




















X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 




X 


Health 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


7 


X 


Awaiting recall 


X 


X 


8 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


Attending school or training 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


5 


X 




X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 




X 






X 




X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 


3 


X 


Witndrew from labor market 


X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 




X 


Other 


X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 


6 


X 




X 


X 


7 


X 


X 


X 


3 


X 
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Table 5. Employmewt Status of SPRITE Claimants 
at Three FoUowup intervals by Claimant Characteristics 



B. 13-Week Followup 







i est 


group 




Control group 


Characteristics 


Total 


Em- 


Uneni' 


Percent 


Total 




Unem' 


Percent 




followup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 


follotvup 


ploycd 


ployed 


employed 




records 








records 








TntAl rPAnnnnpTitn 


422 


205 


217 


48.6 


508 


225 


283 


44.3 


Employ ability 

Job-ready 


















308 


159 


149 


51.6 


373 


169 


204 


45.3 




114 


46 


68 


40.4 


135 


56 


79 


41.5 












— 


— 


— 


— 


Age 


182 


96 


86 


52.7 


197 


93 


104 


47.2 


HSa-^lA vfinTB 


87 


46 


41 


52.9 


106 


52 


o** 






99 


46 


53 


46.5 


123 


55 


6A 


44.7 


SS— nil vParB 


54 


17 


37 


31.5 


82 


25 


57 


30.5 


flnn nVPi* 


















Sex 


















Male 


205 


126 


79 


61.5 


259 


131 


128 


50.6 




217 


79 


138 


36.4 


249 


94 


155 


37.8 


Education 




















22 


10 


12 


45.5 


33 


14 


19 


42.4 




49 


14 


35 


28.6 


58 


25 


33 


43.1 




. .. 120 


58 


62 


48.3 


145 


51 


94 


35.2 




149 


72 


77 


48.3 


165 


76 


89 


46.1 




82 


51 


31 


62.2 


107 


59 


48 


55. 1 


I rnlrt1/iu7t1 


















Disadvantaged status 






















12 


26 


31.6 


37 


15 


22 


40.5 


Non-IIRD 


. . 383 


192 


191 


50.1 


471 


210 


261 


44.6 




1 


1 




100 0 


— 


— 


— 


— 


Uenefit status at enrollment 




















^1 


24 


27 


4.7 1 


DO 


Oi. 


27 




lAfli OpitiliPAf t/>n 


53 


31 


22 


58.5 


76 






47.4 


1 ^-tk ^Prf ifipfitintl 




22 


O J. 


4.1 *; 


«17 










43 


17 


26 




65 


28 


^7 


43. 1 






26 


oo 


4.7 ^ 


AO 




*ry 


38.8 




81 


47 


34 


58.0 


ou 


^A 




AA 2 


1QfY> « Prt tn-ontlnfl 


57 


23 


34 


40.4 


70 




OU 


48.6 


9flftt r^P r4 ill pnf inn 


2Q 


ic 
J □ 


14 


^1 *7 
□J. . t 


26 


12 


14 


46.2 


Ethnic group 


















White 


320 


160 


160 


50.0 


404 


182 


222 


45.1 




95 


42 


53 


44.2 


100 


40 


60 


40.0 




5 


2 


3 


40.0 


4 


3 


1 


75.0 


Other 


.. . 2 


I 


1 


50.0 










Veteran status 




















. . 113 


67 


46 


59.3 


154 


81 


73 


52.6 




. . 309 


138 


171 


44.7 


354 


144 


210 


40.7 


Handicap status 




















48 


18 


30 


37.5 


60 


21 


39 


35.0 


374 


187 


187 


50.0 


448 


204 


244 


45.5 


Family Income in 1969 

$6-1800 


















15 


4 


11 


26.7 


11 


4 


7 


36.4 




45 


18 


27 


40.0 


50 


19 


31 


38.0 




63 


27 


36 


42.9 


80 


39 


41 


48.8 


5401-7200 


51 


33 


18 


64.7 


73 


35 


38 


47.9 




63 


32 


31 


50.8 


77 


36 


41 


46.8 






34 


37 


47.9 


84 


40 


44 


47.6 




35 


21 


14 


60.0 


37 


11 


26 


29.7 




28 


18 


10 


64.3 


36 


19 


17 


52.8 




51 


18 


33 


35.3 


60 


22 


38 


36.7 
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5B. 13-Week Followup (continued) 







Test 


group 




Control group 


Characteristics 


Total 

' JoiloiVUp 

records 


Em- 
ployed 


Unem- 
ployed 


Percent 
employed 


Total 
followup 
records 


f'm- Unem- 
ployed ployed 


Percent 
employed 


Total respnndentB 


422 


205 


217 


48.6 


508 


225 283 


44.3 



Barriers to reemployment {pre -SPRINGE) 

Too old or too ^oung 

Laek of education 

Lack of skid training 

Lack of experience 

Obsolete skill 

Health problem 

Transportation 

Care of child 

Other 

None 

Unknown 

Poverty level classification 

Receiving public assistance 

Substandard income 

Above poverty level 

Unknown 

Reason for becoming unemployed 

Seasonal 

Irregular 

Cyclical 

Structural 

Technological 

FrictionaL 

Reduced employability 

Unknown 

Termination status 

Exhaustion 

To work 

Expiration of benefit year 

Disqualified , 

Enrolled in training , 

Ceased to file 

ActivCf returned to local ofllice 

Active, retained 

Unknown 

Prior interruption for work 

Prior interruption 

No prior interruption 

Unknown 

For those employed: 

Source of placement 

Recalled by former employer 

NYS Emp. Scr. (incl. SPRUCE) 

Personal effort 

Self-emploved 

In armed lorces 

STEP 

DVR 

Unknown 



30 


14 


16 


46.7 


51 


17 


34 


33.1 


21 


14 


7 


66.7 


27 


15 


12 


55.6 


39 


15 


24 


38.5 


37 


14 


23 


37.8 


12 


4 


8 


':3,3 


21 


12 


9 


57.1 


1 




I 




3 


1 


2 


33.3 


21 


7 


14 


33.3 


30 


8 


22 


r 26.7 


14 


4 


10 


28.6 


15 


9 


6 


66.7 


3 


2 


1 


66.7 


2 




2 




158 


80 


78 


50.6 


156 


79 


77 


50.6 


120 


64 


56 


53.3 


158 


69 


89 


43.7 


3 


1 


2 


33.3 


4 




4 




9 


3 


6 


33.3 


11 


4 


7 


36.4 


29 


9 


20 


31.0 


26 


11 


15 


42.3 


383 


192 


191 


50.1 


471 


210 


261 


44.6 


1 


1 




100.0 











26 


14 


12 


53.8 


47 


16 


31 


34.0 


98 


52 


46 


53.1 


154 


87 


67 


56.5 


67 


37 


30 


55,2 


58 


31 


27 


53.4 


110 


56 


54 


50.9 


100 


40 


60 


40.0 


29 


11 


18 


37.9 


27 


12 


15 


44.4 


53 


23 


30 


43.4 


70 


25 


45 


35.7 


38 


11 


27 


28.9 


52 


14 


38 


26.9 


1 


1 




100.0 











277 


94 


183 


33.9 


368 


121 


247 


32.9 


104 


95 


9 


91.3 


103 


87 


16 


84.5 


14 


8 


6 


57.1 


14 


9 


5 


64.3 


5 


2 


3 


40.0 


2 


2 




100.0 


4 


2 


2 


50.0 


2 


1 


1 


50.0 


16 


2 


i4 


12.5 


18 


5 


13 


27.8 


1 


1 




100.0 


1 




1 




1 


1 




100.0 










122 


65 


57 


53.3 


156 


86 


70 


55.1 


299 


139 


160 


46.5 


352 


139 


213 


39.5 


1 


1 




100.0 











X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



25 
37 
132 
5 

1 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



\ 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



36 
10 
173 
3 

1 
1 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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13«Week Follo^vup (continued) 



Characteristics 




Test 






Control group 


Total 
JoUowup 
records 


vloyed 


Uneffi - 
vloyed 


Percent 
employed 


Total 
Jollowup 
records 


L'm- 

ployed 


Unem- 
ployed 


Percent 
employed 


1 






*>1 7 


w . o 










For those not employed: 




















X 


A 


178 


X 


X 


X 


247 


X 


IVot Seeking work 


X 


X 


36 


X 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 




Y 
w 




X 


X 


3 


X 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 


1 

I 


V 
A 


Reason for not seeking work 




















X 


V 




A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 




A 


Health 


X 


Y 
A 


1 7 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


y 


Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 




Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 


Y 

A 


Y 

A 




Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 


0 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 


Y 

A 


lU 


Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 


1 
1 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 




X 


V 

A 




Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 




Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 


a 
u 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


V 

A 


o 


Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 


A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 




V 
A 


Other 


X 


Y 
A 


A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 




X 


Y 
A 


1 
1 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


V 


Y 
A 


Harriers to reemployment (at Followiip) 


















X 


X 


39 


X 


X 


X 


52 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


16 


X 




X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 


1 


X 




X 


X 


I 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 




X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


3 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


Health 


X 


X 


29 


X 


X 


X 


11 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 




X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 


1 


X 




X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


93 


X 


X 


X 


153 


X 




X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


1 


X 




X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


1 


X 




X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 


3 


X 




X 


X 


15 


X 


X 


X 


35 


y 
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Table 5. Employment Status of SPRUCE Claimants 
at Three FoUowup Intervals by Claimant Characteristics 



C. 26.Week Followup 







Test 


group 




Control group 


Characteristics 


Total 


Em- 


Unem - 


Percent 


Total 


Em' 


Unent' 


Percent 




foUoivup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 


followup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 




records 






records 






379 


206 


173 


54.4 


4 /y 




Zoo 


AC 1 

45 . 1 


liimployability 




















283 


158 


125 


55.8 


347 


162 


185 


46.7 


Not job -ready 


96 


48 


43 


50.0 


132 


54 


78 


40.9 












— 


— 


— 


— 


Age 


166 


100 


66 


60.2 


186 


93 


93 


50.0 




77 


45 


32 


58.4 


93 


42 


51 


45.2 


45—54 years 


88 


45 


43 


51.1 


121 


57 


64 


47.1 




48 


16 


32 


33.3 


79 


24 


55 


30.4 




















Sex 




















183 


120 


63 


65.6 


a AC 


130 


lie 
115 


53. 1 




196 


86 


110 


43.9 


234 


86 


148 


36.8 


Education 




















21 


10 


11 


47.6 


32 


10 


22 


31.3 




43 


16 


27 


37.2 


55 


25 


30 


45.5 




. . 108 


57 


51 


52.8 


137 


56 


81 


40.9 




131 


74 


57 


56.5 


153 


68 


85 


44 A 






4V 




64.5 


102 


57 


45 


55.9 




















Disadvantaged status 




IJ 
















OD.4 


35 


9 


26 


25.7 


Non-HRD 


345 


193 


152 


55.9 


444 


207 


237 


46.6 




1 


1 




100.0 


— 


— 


— 


— 


Benefit status at enrollment 




















40 


21 


19 


52.5 


55 


32 


23 


58.2 




51 


36 


15 


70.6 


71 


34 


37 


47.9 


15th Certification .... 


49 


23 


26 


46.9 


" 47 


18 


29 


38.3 


1.6th Certification . . . . ► 


43 


17 


26 


39.5 


58 


32 


26 


55.2 


17th Certification .... 


49 


24 


25 


49.0 


74 


30 


44 


40!5 


18th Certification 


73 


47 


?6 


64.4 


79 


31 


48 


39.2 


19t!) Certification 


49 


26 


23 


53.1 


70 


28 


42 


40.0 


20th Certification 


25 


12 


13 


48.0 


25 


11 


14 


44.0 


Ethnic group 




















. . 290 


163 


127 


56.2 


388 


179 


209 


46.1 




82 


38 


44 


46.3 


87 


34 


53 


39.1 






4 


1 


80.0 


4 


3 


1 


75.0 




. ... 2 


1 


1 


50.0 










Veicran status 




















... 100 


65 


35 


65.0 


144 


77 


67 


53.5 




279 


141 


138 


50.5 


335 


139 


196 


41.5 


Handicap status 




















42 


19 


23 


45.2 


56 


21 


35 


37.5 


337 


187 


150 


55.5 


423 


195 


228 


46.1 


Family income in 1969 


















11 


3 


8 


27.3 


11 


3 


8 


27.3 


1801-3600 


40 


21 


19 


52.5 


46 


16 


30 


34.8 




. . 55 


21 


34 


38.2 


73 


35 


38 


47.9 




46 


32 


14 


69.6 


71 


33 


38 


46.5 


7201-9000 


60 


36 


24 


60.0 


71 


35 


36 


49.3 




66 


39 


27 


59.1 


82 


38 


44 


46.3 




28 


17 


11 


60.7 


34 


15 


19 


44.1 




26 


19 


7 


73.1 


35 


17 


18 


48.6 




47 


18 


29 


38.3 


56 


24 


32 


42.9 
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5C, 26.Week Follo^^up (continued) 







Test 


group 




Control group 


Characteristics 


Total 


Em- 


Unem- 


Percent 


Total 


Em- 


Unem- 


Percent 




followup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 


folloivup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 




records 








records 










379 


206 


173 


54.4 


479 


216 


263 


45.1 


Barriers to reemployment (pre -SPRUCE) 




















28 


14 


14 


50.0 


48 


16 


32 


33.3 




20 


15 


5 


20.0 


30 


12 


in 

±o 


40.0 




34 


17 


17 


50.0 


36 


15 


it! 


41^7 


Lack of cxpericnee 


12 


8 


4 


66.7 


21 


1 1 

1 J. 


10 


52 .4 


Ohsolete sfcill 










2 


1 


1 


50*0 


Uealth problem 


19 


8 


11 


42. 1 


29 


8 


21 


27.6 


Xransportation 


13 


3 


10 


23.1 


14 


7 


7 


50.0 




3 


1 


2 


33.3 




1 


1 




Other 


3 


1 


2 


33.3 


6 


1 


5 


16.7 




no 


65 




'^Q 1 


144 


70 


74 


48.6 
















, 




Poverty level elassifieation 


















Receiving publie assistanee 


9 


2 


7 


22.2 


12 


2 


10 


16. 7 


Substanoard income 


24 


10 


14 


41.7 


23 


7 


16 


30.4 


Above poverty level . . 


345 


193 


152 


55.9 


444 


207 


237 


46.6 




1 


1 




100.0 


— 


— 


— 


— 


Reason for beeoming unemployed 


25 


14 














SpflRnnnl . 


11 


56.0 


42 


12 


30 


28.6 


Irregular 


84 


50 


34 


59.5 


141 


79 


62 


56.0 


Cyelical . ... . 


58 


35 


23 


60.3 


61 


33 


28 


54.1 


Struetural 


103 


58 


45 


56.3 


96 


42 


54 


43.8 




27 


13 


14 ^ 


48.1 


27 


14 


13 


51*9 


Frielional 


46 


25 


21 


54.3 


62 


ZO 




41 .9 


Deduced employ ability 


35 


10 


25 


28.6 


50 


10 


40 


2o!o 




1 


1 




100.0 










Termination fitatus 




















248 


102 


146 


41.1 


b49 


120 


229 


34.4 


To work 


100 




10 


90.0 


100 


81 


19 


81*0 


Expiration of benefit ycf-.r 


8 


5 


3 


62.5 


10 


7 


3 


70.0 


IDis<|ualiB6d 


5 


2 


3 


40.0 


2 


1 


1 


50.0 




3 


3 




100.0 


z 




o 
z 






14 


S 


11 


21.4 


15 


7 


8 


46. i 




1 


\ 




inn n 


1 




I 






































Prior interruption for work 




64 














Ptior interruption . . 


101 


37 


63.4 


140 




oo 




No prior interruption 


211 


141 


136 


50.9 


339 


134 


205 


39.5 


Unknown > ■ 


1 


1 




100.0 










For those employed: 


















Source of placement 


















NYS Emp. Service (inel. SPRUCE).. . 


X 


24 


X 


X 


X 


32 


X 


X 


X 


33 


X 


X 


X 


10 


X 


X 




V 


136 


X 


X 


X 


171 


X 


X 




X 


6 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 




X 


1 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


STEP 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


DVR 


X 




X 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 




X 


5 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 


X 



continued 
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5C. 26* Week Followup (continued) 







Test 


group 






Control 


group 




Characteristics 


Total 


Em - 


Lnem- 




Percent 


Total 


Em- 


Unem- 


Percent 




followup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 


folloiiup 


ployed 


ployed 


employed 




records 








records 




379 


206 


173 


54,4 


479 


216 


263 


45.1 


For those not employed: 




















X 


X 


139 


X 


X 


X 


228 


\ 


Not seekint; work 


X 


X 


33 


X 


X 


X 


35 


X 


WT 1 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


' — 


X 


Reason for not seeking work 


















Starting own business 


X 


X 


^ 


X 


X 


X 





X 


Health 


X 


X 


15 


X 


X 


X 


n 


X 


Awaiting recall 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


I 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


Attending school or training 


X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 


8 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


Disinterest 


X 


X 





X 


X 


X 





X 


Pregnancy 


X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 


1 


X 


Witlidrew from labor market 


X 


X 


6 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


1 


X 


Other 


X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


14 


X 


Barrier to reemployment (at Followup) 
















IN one 


X 


X 


22 


X 


X 


X 


32 


X 


Too old or too young 


X 


X 


14 


X 


X 


X 


20 


X 




X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 


Lack of skill or training 


X 


X 


3 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 




X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


4 


X 


Obsolete skill 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


Health 


X 


X 


23 


X 


X 


X 


11 


X 


Personal . . . 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 




X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 


Care of other family member 


X 


X 


1 


X 


X 


X 


2 


X 


Conviction record 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


1 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


No work available 


X 


X 


80 


X 


X 


\ 


153 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


Discharged, unfavorable refercnee . . 


X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 


1 


X 


Pay being offered too low, 


X 


X 


2 


X 


X 


X 




X 


Available for part-time only 


X 


X 


4 


X 


X 


X 


3 


X 


Unknown, . , , 


X 


X 


12 > 


X 


X 


X 


•28 


X 
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LOCAL INSURANCE OFFICE 
ADDRESS: SPRUCE 

200 Franklin St. 

Buffalo, N.Y. 

11*202 



SSA No. 



Dear 

As part of a study to Improve services to Unemployment Insurance claimants, 
we are asking for the information indicated below from persons who have recently 
received benefits. You can help us by completing this form and returning it in 
the enclosed self -addressed envelope. No postage is needed . Thank you for 
your cooperation. 

Lewis M. Bell, Director 

TI You last reported to this Unemployment Insurance Office o n 

Have you had any employment since that date? Yes No 

2. Are you now employed? Yes No 



If YES, please complete: Date started to work 

Neme of employer 

Have you worked for this employer before? Yes No 

Weekly or hourly rate of pay $ Per . Hours per week 



3- If not now employed, are you still seeking work? Yes No 

If not seeking work, i*iy? 



(6-70) USE YOUR NhW YORK STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE 




LOCAL INSURANCE OFFICE 



/J)DRISS: SPRUCE 

200 Franiain St. 
Buffalo, N.Y. 
1U202 



SSA No. 

Bear 

Your answers to the following questions are an important part of a continuing 
effort to improve the services of the Unemployment Insurance.vprogram. Please 
complete this form and retxirn it in the enclosed self-addressed envelope. 
No postage is needed. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Lewis M. Bell, Director 
You last reported to this Unemployment Insurance Office on . 



1. Are you now employed? Yes ' No . If yes, please complete: 

Name of employer 



Title of job Date started 



Weekly or hourly rate of pay $ per . Hours per week 

How did you get this job? 



Have you worked for this employer before? Yes No 



2. List other Jobs you have had since the date you last reported: 

Job Title Starting Date Ending Date 



If not now employed: 

a. Are you still seeking work? Yes No 

If not seeking work, why? 



b. What do you feel is the reason for your being unemployed at the present 
time? 



iERiC(6-70) 



USE YOUR NEW TORE STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE 
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INDIVIDUAL FOLLOW-UP INFCRMHON (SPRUCE) 



SS# ■ NAME FTR DATE^ 



F 1 'F 2 F 3 

( 3 Week) (n Week) (26 Week) 



Issue-date of F-letter 
(or strike out) 



Record obtained? 

Now employed? If yes s 
By a previous employer? 
Occupation changed? 
Hourly rate of pay 
Hours of work per week 

is 

Source of placement 

Length of time on job 
to dpte (in weeks) 



1_ 

LJ yes 


0 


no 


1_ . 

U yes 


0 

u 


no 


1_ 

U yes 


b 


no 


iL/ yes 


D 


no 


Z7 yes 


o 


no 


U. yes 


D 


no 


iL/ yes 


D 


no 


U yes 


D 


no 


U yes 


D 


no 


LJ yes 


O 


no 


U yes 


D 


no 


LJ yes 


O 


no 



Other jobs since lest ^ ^ . 

report? LJ yes LJ Number Number^ 



Weeks Worked Weeks Worked^. 



If not now employed: _ _ — — 

Still seeking wrk? LJ yes LJ LJ yes Lj LJ yes LJ 



Reason, if not 

Barrier to reemployment 
(code) 

' If specify 
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